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ABSTRACT
ORGANIZATIONAL INQUIRY AND THE ASSESSMENT OF
HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT NEEDS: A STUDY
IN UNIVERSITY-INDUSTRY PARTNERSHIP BUILDING
SEPTEMBER 1992
DIANNE KAPLAN DE VRIES, M.Ed, UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS
Directed by: Professor Arthur W. Eve

The many competitive challenges facing U.S. industry today are increasingly
impacting the teaching, research, and service mission of institutions of higher education
and affording unprecedented opportunities for entrepreneurial involvements beyond the
campus. Fueled by higher education’s dwindling fiscal resources, outreach to industry is
viewed as essential to maintaining state-of-the-art curricula, equipment, and research.
Bridging the gap between campus and corporate cultures, however, remains an enigma.
This dissertation seeks to contribute to an understanding of the art and science
of campus outreach by providing an in-depth look at partnership building«i.e., at the
methods and process used in building a partnership between the University of
Massachusetts and General Motors Framingham for the comprehensive provision of
human resource development (HRD) programs and services aimed at improving the
automobile assembly plant’s competitive position.
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Chapter I describes the context of the dissertation, its purposes, significance, and
limitations.
Chapter II introduces the case study, describing the purposes and rationale
underlying the organizational inquiry aimed at assessing the plant’s HRD needs, the
conceptual framework of the study, its research design and methods, and the vast body
of multidisciplinary literature that informed the study and partnership implementation.
Data collection included interviews with 95 salaried and 125 hourly personnel, an HRD
questionnaire survey administered to the 4,300-member workforce, extensive review of
plant records, and participant observation at the plant over the course of the 1-year
study.
Chapter Id presents the study’s non-proprietary product and process findings.
Chapter IV explores what was learned from the case study concerning universityindustry partnership building, draws certain parallels between the case study findings and
conditions prevalent in the nation’s higher education system and public K-12 schools, and
urges closer collaboration between education and industry as they each struggle with
restructuring.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Background
The scope of technological change that is currently being introduced by U.S.
industry in an effort to stave off foreign competition raises serious questions concerning
the accompanying changes in job content and the readiness of managers and workers to
assume new roles. For new products and processes to be quality- and cost-competitive, a
new genre of manager and worker is required: Both must learn to function not only at
unprecedented levels of specialization but also with a common understanding of the
long-term goals, day-to-day operations, and performance expectations of their companies
within the context of the global marketplace.
Success in the office or the factory of the future will ultimately be determined
not by the power and precision of new technology, but by the creative and productive
uses of technology by competently trained men and women at all levels of the
organization who are intrinsically motivated, effectively managed, and personally
committed to excellence. The nation’s success in revitalizing its ailing industrial base,
achieving even modest economic growth, creating jobs for the increasing masses of
unemployed, and expanding career opportunities for the already-employed and
underemployed will not depend on technological preeminence. Rather, the future, like
the past and the present, will remain a measure of human ingenuity and perseverance,
human aptitudes and attitudes, human actions and interactions.
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New directions in the management and development of human resources-new
approaches to the training and education of the American workforce-are thus essential
to the nation’s struggle to retain economic leadership. Perhaps more than any other
single factor, Japanese management practices, together with the proficiency, motivation,
and quality consciousness of Japanese workers, have brought about an awareness that
human resource development (HRD)-that is, the upgrading of theoretical knowledge
and practical skills, together with increased attention to the physical and psychological
needs of employees and the overall climate of the organization-is an indispensable
competitive weapon.
As illustrated by the case study presented in this dissertation, institutions of
higher education are responding to industry’s needs with increasingly proactive industrial
outreach activities. In assisting industry with research and development, technical
problem solving, training programs, and educational services, colleges and universities
seek to supplement their dwindling fiscal resources, assure state-of-the-art curricula and
equipment on their campuses, and gain "real-world laboratories" for faculty and students.
Whatever mutual benefits have been realized from such relationships to date, the
principal goals of knowledge diffusion/technology transfer are not being adequately metto wit, a major portion of U.S. industry is in decline, much of our workforce (from
manual laborer through top manager) is less than competitive, and our educational
system itself is failing to keep pace with rapid sociological and technological change.
Given two basic assumptions-first, that the nation’s educational system bears
some measure of responsibility for the plight of U.S. industry today, and second, that
institutions of higher education and industry each have valuable human and other
resources necessary to the other’s well-being-it follows that more effective ways of
bridging the gap between the two cultures must be found.
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Purposes of the Dissertation
This dissertation exams the methods and process used in building a partnership
between the University of Massachusetts and General Motors Framingham for the
comprehensive provision of human resource development programs and services. It
presents an insider’s account of the forging of symbiotic relationships between university
and industry, between scholar and practitioner.
The purposes of the dissertation, then, are twofold:
1.

To provide an in-depth study of one highly successful instance of

university-industry partnership building,1 detailing the field research methods utilized in
an organizational inquiry aimed at assessing an industrial client’s human resource
development needs and at building long-term collaboration between the two institutions.
2.

To summarize, from a campus perspective, what was learned about

partnership building as a result of this study.

Significance of the Dissertation
The methodology of university-industry linkage, the analysis of human resource
development needs for industrial competitiveness, and the model of comprehensive
collaboration described in the dissertation are clearly important to the academic and
business communities and to government agencies and policymaking bodies concerned
with issues surrounding economic development, educational reform, adult learning,
workplace training, and knowledge utilization. Readers whose colleges or businesses are

1The partnership detailed in the dissertation is "highly successful" in terms of
traditional campus measures: a 3-year, multi-million dollar partnership agreement for the
provision of a broad range of training programs, educational services, and technical
assistance. Success, then, refers to success at having built the formalized partnership.
No such claims are here made concerning actual outcomes of the partnership itself, such
as the effectiveness of the programs that were established at the plant, learning
outcomes of program participants, or other measures of the partnership’s positive impact.
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smaller or have a slightly different orientation than the two partners depicted in this
study should have little difficulty in adapting the information to their own situations. For
both the education and industrial sectors, this case study provides an account of what
worked and why~"field markers'' for other academic institutions and companies
embarking on innovative joint ventures.
The design and methods employed in the dissertation should be of interest, in
their own right, to educators and other social scientists involved in utilization-focused
research, organizational inquiry, human resource development, and needs assessment,
particularly in business- and industry-related areas. The study’s rich conceptual
framework; its use of creative interviewing, triangulation of methods and data sources,
and client participation in many aspects of design and data collection; the way trust and
consensus were built within a corporate culture-all are important applications and
extensions of the naturalistic research paradigm (Lincoln, 1985; Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
Indeed, the methods employed in this study of partnership building should contribute to
the dialogue surrounding action research, field methods, qualitative studies, and the role
of the researcher.
The review of the literature contained in the dissertation outlines the vast
knowledge base that can be brought to bear on building partnerships, analyzing HRD
needs for the future workforce, and designing effective programs to meet those needs.
This approach to tapping the relevant multidisciplinary literature and keeping abreast of
new developments should be useful to university administrators responsible for industrial
outreach; to faculty (especially from the humanities and social sciences) interested in
extending their teaching, research, and service into industrial settings; to business
executives who seek to better understand their changing workplaces, to develop and
more competitively employ their human resources, and to foster and successfully manage
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more productive university ties; and to public administrators concerned with economic
development, workforce skills, and other industry-related issues.

Limitations of the Dissertation
The limitations of the dissertation include those that social scientists, policy
analysts, institutional researchers, and management consultants typically experience in the
conduct of their work: Tacit obligations and sometimes-conflicting allegiances to one’s
employer and/or the client may lead, albeit unwittingly, to a shaping of information to
augment others’ interests. This and other methodological constraints posed by
organizational inquiry, participatory methods, and action research-cum-program
development are examined in Chapter V.
In addition to objectivity/subjectivity concerns, the analysis and reporting of
findings in the case study necessarily balance a professional obligation to respect certain
sensitivities peculiar to the many individuals, both at the university and at the client site,
who made the study possible. Where issues of confidentiality precluded in-depth data
reporting or instances occurred in which my perceptions differed significantly from those
of my university colleagues and/or client representatives, clear note has been made.
Social science research criteria for generalizability are not met by this work.2
Nevertheless, the issues and HRD needs addressed in this study are not just peculiar to
the client/subject, a local GM automobile assembly plant, nor even to its giant parent
corporation. Rather, the GM Framingham findings reported herein mirror the
conditions prevalent within many imperiled U.S. industries: The preponderance of the

2This, of course, is a paradox of case study research: If findings were limited to the
subject or phenomenon being studied, then dissemination of the results of such studies
would be of questionable value. That each instance of partnership building is unique,
just as are the individuals and organizations concerned, does not preclude learning from
others’ experiences.
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literature attests to this, as do my firsthand knowledge of other business settings and the
corroborative experiences of other academics and business-world colleagues. The
methods and process of conducting research and program development within such a
setting, as well as the resulting HRD programmatic recommendations, therefore do have
value beyond the GM Framingham setting.
Finally, owing to the traditionally narrow boundaries within which a dissertation
topic is defined, an unavoidable limitation is that I do not address actual implementation
of the university-industry partnership whose development is a focal point of this
manuscript. Although a detailed description and summative evaluation of the
partnership activities would be of considerable interest, they are well beyond the scope
of the present work which considers only the initial, relationship-building and needs
assessment phase of the partnership.

Organization of the Dissertation
The context of the dissertation, its purposes, significance, and limitations, are
presented in Chapter I.
Chapter II introduces the case study in university-industry partnership building,
describing the purposes and rationale of an organizational inquiry aimed at assessing the
client’s human resource development needs, the conceptual framework of the study, its
research design and methods, and the broad body of multidisciplinary literature which
informed the conduct of the study and implementation of the partnership.
The non-proprietary findings of the study, together with a brief summary of the
innovative partnership accord that came out of this work, are presented in Chapter HI.
In keeping with the central concerns of this thesis-the act of partnership buildingfindings are described in terms of both process and product, often indistinguishably so.
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Chapter IV further explores what was learned from the case study concerning
university-industry partnership building, pointing to some of the "process conditions" that
promote the formation of effective educational linkages beyond the campus. I conclude
by drawing certain parallels between the case study findings and conditions prevalent
today within institutions of higher learning and the nation’s K-12 public schools.
Arguing that U.S. education itself is a quintessential mature industry, I highlight the
urgency of closer collaboration between educational institutions of all kinds and business
and industry as both sectors struggle with restructuring, social and economic change,
emerging technologies, and global forces that are reshaping our respective institutional
perspectives and markets.
Achieving worldclass performance-in the classroom and on the factory floor-of
the kind called for in the National Goals for Education will surely require many new
models of university-industry partnerships, including the one described in this
dissertation.
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CHAPTER n
A CASE STUDY IN PARTNERSHIP BUILDING: THE UNIVERSITY OF
MASSACHUSETTS AT GENERAL MOTORS FRAMINGHAM

A focal point of this dissertation is a 12-month study that culminated in a 3-year
partnership between the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, and the General Motors
automobile assembly plant located in Framingham, Massachusetts. This chapter
describes the origins of that study, its purposes and rationale, conceptual framework, and
research design and methods.

Beginnings of the Study
In early spring 1985, a General Motors division president suggested that the
University of Massachusetts prepare a concept paper to address (a) how training/
retraining for increased productivity and for factory automation could best be
accomplished, and (b) how an institution of higher education might help improve the
company’s competitive position.
Underlying the GM request was a crisis in the making: Already, the Japanese
incursion into the domestic American automobile market had begun to result in plant
closures and other production cutbacks at the Big Three (GM, Ford, and Chrysler). The
corporate giant seemed intent on meeting the Japanese challenge head-on, primarily
through the modernization of assembly plant operations and introduction of state-of-theart technology, improvements in product design and component vendor relationships,
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increased attention to the needs of automobile customers and dealerships, different
approaches to workforce organization (e.g., self-regulating work teams with a variety of
responsibilities rather than conventional assembly-line repetitive tasks), and participatory
management approaches. Yet it was clear, both in Detroit and in Framingham, that
every one of these improvement strategies would require massive retraining of the GM
workforce, and most urgently at the assembly plant level where, it was reasoned, product
cost and quality most directly impact the sticker-price and satisfaction of customers.
The Institute for Governmental Services (IGS) was asked to respond on behalf
of the university, whereupon a paper entitled "Human Resources and the Factory of the
Future: Building Technological Literacy" was developed (Eve & deVries, 1985). Its
principal points are echoed in the opening paragraphs of Chapter I and throughout this
dissertation: i.e., that industry’s success in the global marketplace will remain a function
of human performance and that new technologies, from the simplest to the most
sophisticated, will require an increasingly inventive, skilled, and committed workforce.
Some three months after the manuscript was sent to GM division headquarters,
the Framingham assembly plant contacted the university. Initial meetings with plant
representatives resulted in the award of a small contract to IGS to assess the plant’s
training and education needs and to suggest innovative, cost-effective ways for meeting
those needs. The initial study would also serve to test the feasibility of a long-term
partnership between the plant and the university-a partnership that could serve as a
model to inform HRD practices and university-plant relations at other corporate sites.
The study described in this and the following chapter reflects work undertaken in
the performance of that contract.1

lrThe case study described in this dissertation was conceived and carried out by
Professor Arthur W. Eve, then Associate Director at IGS, and myself. While the use of
"we" and "our" in this and subsequent chapters, unless otherwise noted, refers to the two
of us, the contents and perspective presented in this thesis are solely mine.
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Purposes and Rationale
The challenge was broad in scope:
■

What might a public, research-oriented university do to help ensure the

longevity of one of the state’s largest employers? More precisely, what could the
University of Massachusetts and other academic resources available across the
commonwealth do to enhance productivity at the GM Framingham assembly plant?
■

How might the university facilitate the creative, more quality- and

cost-competitive use of human resources and technology (processes, equipment, and
products) at the plant? How could we contribute to improvements in work climate, job
satisfaction, and career opportunities for the plant’s some 4,300 employees?
During initial meetings at the plant, it became clear that the standard pencil-andpaper survey approach to needs assessment would be inadequate for such broad
purposes.2 Top plant management recognized that the dynamic tensions at work within
the organization-including strained communication patterns, historically fragile
labor-management relations, new technology being introduced throughout the plant, and
a precarious future tied to the dwindling market share of its parent corporation-had to
be taken into account in identifying and meeting the plant’s HRD needs. Although key
personnel within the plant might ably describe the organization and its needs from their
various vantage points, their vision would probably be restricted by the parameters
imposed by their own placement within the organization, the overall corporate culture,
and a general lack of familiarity with other industrial environments. A study of the
organization’s HRD needs, conducted by outside researchers, thus seemed to make good

2A comprehensive needs assessment, however, may also employee use of "key
informants, specially selected "experts" that may or may not be members of the
population being studied, and analysis of quantitative data, records, and documents
pertinent to the need being studied. (See, e.g., methods discussed in Kerlinger, 1973;
Mayer, 1983; Mosier, 1985; Stufflebeam, McCormick, Brinkerhoff, & Nelson, 1985;
Zemke & Kramlinger, 1982.)
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business sense. Yet outsiders would be unable to systematically define those needs
without first gaining in-depth personal knowledge of the plant’s unique environment.
What was needed, then, was a context analysis-a careful assessment of the
strengths and deficiencies of the plant’s overall climate, its day-to-day operations, and its
goals and priorities (Stufflebeam, 1983).
In other words, we needed1.

To learn just how the plant functioned as an organization, how decisions

were made, how people related to each other, how individuals and groups described the
organizational climate and their own and others’ performance, how personal goals
coincided with organizational goals, and how particular attitudes and behaviors
strengthened or undermined the organization’s effectiveness.
2.

To gain a firm understanding of the kind of talent that was already at the

plant waiting to be tapped.
3.

To build, together with plant personnel at all levels, a mutual vision of

the future that incorporated both what they believed lay ahead in their industry and what
we believed their future may hold, based on our knowledge of the literature and other
business and industrial settings. Then we needed to translate our own learning into
organizational learning by building consensus4.

That a proactive, comprehensive human resource development program

could maximize productivity by improving the quality of the plant’s product and
decreasing costs-that is, that the return on investment in HRD would measurably
improve the plant’s competitive position, both in meeting long-term and short-term
productivity improvement goals.
5.

That such an aggressive HRD program might best be designed, delivered,

managed, and evaluated with university multidisciplinary educational expertise.
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In short, we needed to become a part of the organization’s everyday operations
in order to build productive personal/professional relationships and to generate the kinds
of insights and ideas that would represent the university as a valuable and trustworthy
partner committed to the success of the plant and its people.

Conceptual Framework

The research perspective we adopted as being most consistent with the
above-stated purposes and rationale of the study was that of naturalistic inquiry (Lincoln,
1985; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). This work might also be categorized as a descriptive,
explanatory, exploratory case study in which the boundaries between the phenomenon
being investigated and the context within which it occurs are not clearly distinguishable
(Yin, 1984).
The study reflects two prominent theories in the social sciences. The first,
sociotechnical systems theory (Emory & Trist, 1946, 1981; Silverman, 1980; Trist, 1980,
1981), looks at an organization’s personnel and the groups they comprise, at its
technology and how it is utilized, and at the interface between these social and technical
systems. The second, grounded theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), holds that the best
descriptions, explanations, or predictions of attitudes, behaviors, and other phenomena
are those that are generated from an intensive study of the setting itself rather than from
external or theoretically based hypotheses.

Research Design and Methods

Because it is hypothesized that a client’s participation in the design,
implementation, and evaluation of action research is in itself an educational treatment of
value to the underlying purposes of a study (deVries & Alexander, 1985; deVries,
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Rudman, Alexander, & Moebius, 1985), key personnel at the plant were encouraged to
make substantive input on methods, interview sampling, survey instruments, reporting
documents, and oral feedback strategies.3
As is characteristic of naturalistic inquiry, most of our research efforts took place
at the assembly plant. The design was an emergent one, qualitative methods (primarily
interviews and observation) were generally favored over quantitative, sampling was
purposive, and inquiry techniques and outcomes were continually negotiated (Lincoln,
1985; Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
The following explication of data collection methods demonstrates how the
emergent design and naturalistic research methods facilitated program/partnership
development, providing a context within which our daily interactions with plant
personnel, our efforts at consensus building around HRD issues, and our search for
opportunities for university-plant collaboration all became interwoven with the primary
research task, the assessment of HRD needs.

Preliminary Interviews

Unstructured interviews and informal interactions, once or twice weekly over a
span of approximately 8 weeks, primarily with key salaried and hourly representatives,4
enabled us to gain an initial impression of the plant sufficient for drafting the data
protocol (Appendix A) to guide data collection efforts. These key informants included

3This is fast becoming the professional standard among social scientists involved in
client-responsive, field-based research and evaluation. (See, e.g., Hakel, Sorcher, Beer &
Moses, 1982; Hoole, 1978; Patton, 1978; Schulberg & Jerrell, 1979; Van Maanen, 1983;
Whyte, 1984; Yin, 1984.) The participatory aspects of this case study are discussed in
Chapter IV.
4This included personnel department staff responsible for various training and
management functions, union representatives concerned with training and quality of
work life issues, and three top managers.
13

personnel department staff responsible for various training and management functions,
union representatives concerned with training and quality of worklife issues, and three
top managers.
Data Protocol. As shown in Figure 1, the data protocol identified the purposes

of the study.

■

To identify key issues at the plant

■

To serve as an informal assessment of the organization

■

To guide the planning and prioritizing of training

■

To explore ways in which the university could contribute

Figure 1. Purposes of the Organizational Study

The data protocol also summarized the kinds of inferences and conclusions
(Figure 2) we needed to reach by the end of the study.

■

For training and education (including degree and non-degree
programs in technical, managerial, and liberal arts fields)

■

For innovative HRD services (e.g., wellness programs, leisure-time
activities, on-site daycare, career and educational counseling)

■

For the university’s continuing involvement at the plant (as
through technical assistance projects, joint R & D, student
intemships/cooperative education placements, and
faculty/student/plant employee exchanges)

Figure 2. Needs, Expectations, and Opportunities the Study Sought to Identify
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The kinds of information that were elicited from plant personnel to satisfy the
above purposes are shown in Figure 3.

Attitudes
and
Perceptions

One’s present job: personal performance, role
Supervisor(s): his/her/their performance, role
One’s own department: its performance, role
Co-workers: their performance, role
Management-labor: interactions, nature/extent of
employee involvement, general work climate
Past in-house training/education programs:
opportunities to participate, effectiveness, unmet
needs, incentives
Computers and automation: importance, present
level of skills, job displacement fears

Aspirations

Personal and career goals
Education/training goals and needs

Suggestions

For improvements within one's own work unit
For improvements beneficial to the larger plant
For particular training programs or changes in
teaching, scheduling, etc. of present programs

Figure 3. Workplace Information Sought From Employees

The nature of what we needed to learn about the plant and its workforce made
interviews a prominent method of data collection. Useful background information to be
collected from interviewees (Figure 4) was therefore also noted in the data protocol.

■

Age; gender

■

Formal education/training

■

Years worked at this plant; for the corporation

■

Family demographics

Figure 4. Personal Information Sought From Interviewees
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Design Implications
Given the plant’s history of labor-management discord, it was hardly surprising
that the preliminary interviews revealed dissonance between hourly and salaried
personnel. Differences of perspective within the ranks of the two groups thus also
needed to be examined.
Accordingly, some practical research design decisions were made. We agreed to
conduct the study ourselves, without the assistance of other researchers.5 Although
interviews would be a primary data collection method, we would validate and supplement
interview data with direct observations, prolonged interactions with interviewees and
others, document/records analysis, and a questionnaire administered across the
organization. Moreover, we chose to complete all salaried interviews before undertaking
the hourly portion of the study.6
Because it is the responsibility of managers to know their organization, to be able
to grapple with problems analytically, and to be able to represent the strengths,
weaknesses, and needs of their respective personnel groups, we believed that focusing

5The in-depth understanding of the organization that we sought to gain clearly
required close involvement at the plant over an extended time period. The needs
assessment grant, however, was for a modest sum, making it uneconomical to include
other investigators, especially given the 2-hour commute from the university to the plant.
Because the two of us were accustomed to working closely together, the copious and
meticulous field notes required in multiple-researcher investigations were unnecessary;
we were able to rely upon our close communications to keep each other abreast of what
was happening. (This is not to say that we did not keep field notes; rather, we each kept
our own records and exchanged written notes when that seemed most expedient.) While
we maintained a degree of division of labor-Arthur Eve served as principal investigator/
project director with primary responsibility for the partnership development aspects of
our work, and I led the research agenda, assuming responsibility for instrument design,
data collection, analysis, and reporting-we crossed these lines freely and in harmony so
that each could inform, test, and energize the other. The quality and outcomes of our
work were highly dependent upon a close working relationship, the kind of interpersonal
dynamics that are difficult to achieve in larger teams.
6From the perspective of research management, this seemed to afford the most
efficient use of our time, especially in view of the fact that we were only two people in
the midst of a very large organization.
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most of our initial energies on understanding the organization from the perspective of
top management and the salaried ranks would provide a logical entry into the
complexities of the plant’s culture. Top management had commissioned the study, and
salaried personnel would presumably be less suspicious of our intentions than would the
hourly workforce.7 Union officials and plant floor workers would have several months
to become accustomed to having two strangers in their midst, to get to know us
informally, and to learn "via the grapevine" that the university sought to promote
individual growth, professional development, and technical excellence in as apolitical a
manner as possible.8

7Outsiders were a rarity at this GM plant. Two academics (from a private university)
had worked with a group of production foremen during the 1970’s, but their activities
had been narrowly focused. The shop committee (the plant’s elected collective
bargaining unit leadership) eventually brought about their departure, for what appears to
have been little more than the general distrust they evoked from the committee
chairman. At the time we arrived on the scene, two other academics (from a second
private institution) had initiated ties with a few union leaders in hopes of providing
training for the skilled tradesmen. Finally, when they were introduced to management,
the preliminary survey they had undertaken for the union was deemed inadequate.
Whether it was on the basis of their initial efforts, a matter of poor "chemistry" with
salaried decisionmakers, or some other consideration, they were turned away by
management. This action was probably viewed by the shop committee as a politically
motivated rebuff, particularly as it was quickly followed by the award of the needs
assessment contract to us. I should also note that we reviewed the preliminary report in
order to form our own judgment about why our competitors were turned away; we were
satisfied that there were professional grounds for their dismissal.
8From the start, we had assumed that in addition to the kinds of barriers to trust
described in note 8, there was another barrier between universities and labor
organizations: Universities train managers, white collar professionals, scientists and
engineers, and independent-minded individuals unlikely to be good union followers.
That universities also train union organizers, radical economists, school teachers, social
activists, and almost anyone who seeks admission, is easily forgotten within a corporate
environment such as this one. Our response to the challenge of building trust among
union leaders and plant floor workers is described more fully later in this chapter.
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Project Overview
A concise, standard explanation of the purposes of the study was then prepared
for distributing to interviewees and other interested parties (Appendix B). The overview
described the context within which the study was being undertaken, as Figure 5 shows.

What can be done to assure the long-term future of this
plant-to enhance the productivity of its employees, to
promote their creative use of technology, and to ensure
their continued job satisfaction and employment
opportunities?
This fundamental question describes the emerging GM Framingham and
University of Massachusetts partnership. Plant-university collaboration
will help address the problems caused by factory automation and intense
foreign and domestic competition. The primary focus of the partnership
will be human resource development in an increasingly technological
work environment.

Figure 5. Focus of Study As Described to Plant Personnel

The project overview also disclosed the kind of partnership activities we intended
to develop, and the purpose and methods of the study we were undertaking (Figure 6).
In addition, our names, affiliation, and campus telephone number were provided.

Salaried Personnel Interviews
With the aid of the data protocol, an interview guide (Appendix C) was
developed for conducting semi-structured interviews with selected salaried personnel.
Interview Guide. We did not wish to impose restrictions on the natural flow of
interviewees’ discourse. We did, however, need a repertoire of generic questions that
could (a) introduce a degree of order to the conduct of our interviews, and (b) facilitate
data collection around a standard set of issues.

18

Our study, which represents the initial partnership, is outlined below. Subsequent
partnership activities will focus on collaborative research, training, and educational
efforts aimed at solving the problems identified by this study.
The Study
Purpose
This is an exploratory study aimed at identifying training problems and analyzing the
human resource development needs at the plant
Methods
The study will use the following techniques for gathering information:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Interviews with key management and union representatives
Interviews with selected salaried and hourly personnel
Questionnaire surveys
Informal observation
Review of relevant plant documents and records
Review of the literature

Figure 6. Purpose and Methods of the Study As Described in Project Overview

Because we were both experienced interviewers, we were also intent on being
responsive to the interview situation, preserving our rights to be creative and flexible,
and using our interview interactions to build personal/professional relationships that
would serve prolonged data collection and validation purposes as well as the broader
partnership-building goals of our work.
As a research instrument, then, the interview guide did not require finely tuned
questions or extensively detailed probes. Rather, we constructed the instrument to
provide helpful cues, developed from the data protocol, that afforded direction to the
dynamic interview process, assured a reasonably thorough data collection effort, and
helped maintain comparability of findings across segments of the plant population.
Question 1 of the interview guide (Figure 7) set the stage, inviting interviewees
to describe their role at the plant and express their views of the work climate.

19

1.

Let’s start by having you tell me about your role at the plant
■
■
■

Title, position, duties?
What aspects of your work do you enjoy most?
Least?

■
■
■

How long have you held your present position?
How long have you been at this plant?
How long have you been with the company itself?

■

How would you describe the overall work environment?
•
Your relations with colleagues/subordinates?
•
Relations between management and labor?
•
Amount of tension/conflict between groups?
•
Extent of employee involvement and participation?

Figure 7. Opening Question, Salaried Personnel Interview Guide

Question 2 elicited interviewees’ opinions and suggestions concerning urgent
problems at the plant (Figure 8).

2.

Let’s carrv this a bit further: What do vou consider to be the three
most urgent concerns at this plant?
■

Elaborate those three concerns, please, and rank them with the
most urgent one first.

■

How would you go about addressing these concerns or tackling
the problems you’ve just described?

■

Would you say, then, that these are also the problems that most
affect productivity in the plant?

■

What about concerns within management? What are the issues
that most affect management’s productivity?

Figure 8. Asking Interviewees to Identify the Plant’s Most Urgent Problems

Question 3 (Figure 9) asked about training. We hoped the interviewees would
offer training suggestions to help address some of the problems they had just identified.
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3.

Now let’s focus on training. What kind of training or educational
programs might be of value in addressing these concerns and in
resolving some of the problems?
■

What can you tell me about training programs offered at the
plant during the last year or so?
•
Appropriateness
•
Teaching methods
•
Time of day programs were offered
•
Availability of programs and students
•
Incentives/rewards for attending
•
Follow-up of training

■

What kind of incentives do you believe will be necessary to
encourage people to enroll in future programs?

■

What kind of programs do members of your department need?
•
How would you like that training to be offered?

■

What about training needs in other departments?
•
Among the hourly workforce?

■

What about your own training needs or educational goals?
•
What programs could help you do your work better or
perhaps further your career?

■

What kind of training have you had in the past year?

Figure 9. Relating Plant Problems to Training Needs

Because training programs alone do not constitute an effective human resource
development plan, we also wanted to know managers’ thoughts about other
programmatic approaches to improving the work climate. Here we had in mind services
that ranged from in-plant daycare, aerobics classes, substance abuse programs, and family
counseling, to softball leagues, vacation/travel club, financial and career planning, and
workplace beautification efforts. However, because such services had not been
introduced at other GM plants, we were reluctant to routinely raise these examples in
our probes for fear of biasing interviewees’ responses by suggesting programs for which
there may not be a need. Thus we waited to see what non-training program suggestions
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might spontaneously emerge from the responses to interview question 4 (Figure 10),
though probes about specific programs were risked with a few interviewees whom we felt
would not misconstrue our intent.

4.

Aside from training programs, what other kinds of support services might be
offered to enhance the quality of the work environment here at the plant?

Figure 10. Eliciting Non-Training Program Suggestions

Question 5 (Figure 11) focused on the future and the kinds of knowledge and
skills managers will need in order to function effectively.

5.

Let’s spend a couple of minutes talking about how this factory is going to look
5 to 10 years from now.
■

How do you see the plant’s future?
•
Role of technology and automation
•
Job displacement
•
Union-management relations
•
Wages
•
Re-skilling and de-skilling issues

■

Is this something that you, as a member of management, think about a
great deal?

■

How do you keep up-to-date in fields like manufacturing automation,
new product and process developments, and current management
practices?
•
What journals do you follow? Newspapers?
•
Do you attend professional conferences? Examples?
•
Do you visit other plants? Which? How often?

■

How up-to-date do you believe your colleagues are on these topics?

■

What knowledge and skills do you think that you’ll need in order to
function as an effective manager in the factory of the future?

Figure 11. Asking Interviewees to Look at the Future

22

Question 6 elicited additional demographic information about interviewees, and
question 7 concluded the formal portion of the interview by inviting interviewees to raise
other areas of concern or to ask questions of the researchers (Figure 12).

6.

Now, just a few demographic questions, so that eventually all
information can be correlated with the backgrounds of the people
interviewed:
•
•
•
•
•

7.

Where do you live? Time and distance to work
Number and ages of children
Formal education: area of study, years/degree
Age
Leisure time activities

Perhaps you have some questions for me? Or, is there something
you think I ought to know that I haven’t asked?

Figure 12. Concluding the Formal Portion of the Interview

The Interview Sample. Ninety-five salaried personnel (21 percent of the salaried
population) were interviewed in sessions lasting between 30 minutes and 3 hours; the
average was 1 hour 15 minutes. A few production foremen were interviewed in
small-group sessions, but the majority of interviews were individual.
Interviewees were selected on the basis of job function and/or on the
recommendation of others who were interviewed. Guiding our initial sampling strategy
was the structure of the organization itself--its departments, the production and service
roles of those departments, and the classification levels of salaried employees. As we
gained an understanding of how decisions were made within departments and across the
organization, the kinds of problems within each department, and the educational and
technical assistance needs that appeared most salient, we decided upon a convenience
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sample that was purposely "top heavy" (see Table l).9 All departments and levels of
classification were represented, but not proportionally so; all of top management and just
under half of middle management were interviewed.10 The greatest numbers of
interviewees were drawn from the production, personnel, engineering, and quality
control departments, in that descending order.

Table 1. Salaried Personnel Interviewees by Job Level

%

Number of
Interviewees

Total Size of
Classification

Interviewed

Top Management:
Plant Manager
Production Manager
Department Heads
Gen. Superintendents

1
1
4
2

1
1
4
2

100
100
100
100

Middle Management:
Superintendents
Gen. Supervisors

16
24

29
59

57
41

First-Line Managers:
Supervisors & Foremen

33

219

15

Non-Managerial Salaried:
Clerks, Coop. Students,
& Long-Term Temps.

14

145

9

Total Interviewees

95

460
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Classification Level

9This preliminary understanding was based on what we were then learning from the
interviews. I wish to emphasize that the design of this study—including sample size and
the selection of interview subjects-was not predetermined. Consistent with the tenets of
naturalistic inquiry, these decisions emerged naturally in the course of our work.
10The seven major layers of management are shown in the classification levels (within
top management, middle management, and first-line managers) in Table 1.
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As word of the study spread, we were increasingly pressed to expand the
interview pool. Such requests came from individuals at all salaried levels, and we
generally tried to be accommodating in hopes of gathering disparate viewpoints. When
additional interviews ceased to provide new information, we concluded the salaried
portion of the study (and wrote our report).11
Interview Procedures. At the start of each interview, the interviewee was
presented with a project overview. If the interview was to be audiotaped (and most
were), explicit permission was then requested; in no instance was permission denied, and
at no point in an interview did any individual ask that the recorder be turned off.
Interviewees were assured that only the two researchers would have access to the tapes
and that personal testimony would be kept confidential. We explicitly promised to use
careful judgment in confirming and reporting data so that no individual or small group of
individuals could be identified.12 We also assured interviewees that findings relevant to
large groups (e.g., a particular job level, age group, or functional unit) would be reported
with similar discretion. Thus all interviews began in the manner outlined in Figure 13.

Suggestions for interview subjects were routinely solicited at the conclusion of all
formal interviews. We then determined which of those suggestions to follow up on, a
decision generally based on the proposed individual’s department, classification, job
function, or some special reason why s/he might be an interesting subject. When a name
was raised by several interviewees, that person was interviewed. In addition, we
interviewed five individuals at their own request; while their viewpoints were slightly
more negative than those of other subjects, nothing that could be considered surprising
or unfamiliar emerged. Interestingly, department heads were among those who
requested that we interview specific individuals; they hoped to gain a better
understanding of how their respective departments were functioning. We encouraged
this, assuming they would include on their lists those whom they considered to be key
people within their units. In several instances, department heads noted with pride that
they had included names of individuals known for their nonconformance to workplace
norms, outspokenness, high potential, or other unique traits. Neither department heads
nor their personnel doubted our intentions (or abilities) to protect the identities of
interviewees.
12Production foremen were the only ones to raise any concerns about possible
"fallout" from their candor. A frequent comment from higher classifications: "And you
can tell them I said so!"
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■

Purpose of interview - (Hand out Interview Guide)

■

Confidentiality

■

Permission and reasons to audiotape

■

Overview:
Let’s begin with some general questions about your role
here at the plant and your perceptions of the overall work
environment.
Then we can move on to questions more specifically aimed
at exploring training and other human resource
development needs.
If you feel uncomfortable anywhere in the conversation,
please just say so.
And, of course, if at any point you wish to have the tape
recorder turned off, I’ll be glad to comply with your request

Figure 13. Introductory Remarks to Interviewees

At the conclusion of the formal portion of each interview (that is, when all or
most of the questions contained in the interview guide had been addressed), we routinely
engaged interviewees in a conversation that picked up on their more salient interview
responses.

At this point in the interview session, data collection became somewhat

indistinguishable from partnership building. Picking up on the tone and content of
interviewees’ responses during the formal portion of the sessions, we then carefully built
upon their views--actively challenging, expanding, and reshaping their understanding of
what an aggressive HRD program can do, and attempting to build personal interest and
enthusiasm for the kinds of new ideas, educational leadership, and technical assistance
that a partnership with the university might provide.
In this manner, we explored whether interviewees were likely to participate in
future in-plant and/or regionally dispersed educational offerings-offerings such as degree
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and non-degree programs in technical, management, and liberal arts disciplines as well as
training workshops on a variety of plant-specific and personal/career performance
improvement topics.
We were similarly able to question the impact that other human resource
development activities-such as physical fitness programs, personal and family counseling
services, special-interest clubs, community involvement incentives, and daycare arrangements-might have on the organization. Would such programs be cost justifiable in terms
of improved employee attitudes, decreased absenteeism, or other improvements in work
performance?
These discussions were couched within the context of joint (university-plant)
problem solving and mutual disclosure-what might be called a quasi-educational
approach to creative interviewing (Douglas, 1985). In a sense, we said to them:
You’ve just shared with us what you consider to be the critical problems
of this plant. Now let’s explore how we can help you. What might we
effectively borrow or otherwise adapt from those American, Western
European, and Japanese companies who seem to have avoided or
successfully eliminated similar problems? For example, did you know
that...? Would that be helpful here? What could it do, what effect might
it have? Here’s how we might be able to work together to do that....
We did not suggest that we or others at the university had ready solutions to the
plant’s complex problems, or even that the university had all the resources necessary to
meet the plant’s immediate needs. We merely posed the notion that the analytical,
technical, and educational expertise within public institutions of higher education in the
commonwealth could be of invaluable assistance to this plant; and that the University of
Massachusetts, as the flagship campus with a growing national reputation in research,
might be willing to provide and/or seek from other campuses (and non-academic sources)
the kind of talent that, in partnership with plant personnel, could make a difference in
this plant’s future. With the understanding of the plant’s needs provided by this study,
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we would be able to (a) link plant personnel with appropriate university and other
external resources, (b) administer and monitor the provision of any outside services, and
(c) assure their quality and content relevancy.
Any top management decision for external involvement of this nature, however,
would be based, in part, upon our ability to build support across the organization.13 If
they valued our ideas and wanted our long-term assistance, interviewees would have to
let their wants and needs be heard--not only through us, but also by raising their own
voices among the ranks of their subordinates, peers, supervisors, and top managers.

Hourly Personnel Interviews
As previously noted, for research ease and other reasons, the salaried interviews
were completed and our findings presented before we commenced interviewing hourly
workers. From the start, however, the quantity and quality of data obtained from the
interviews with managers--whose job it is to understand and respond to the needs of
hourly employees-included much information specific to hourly workers’ training and
education needs.
By the time we were ready for the formal hourly personnel interviews (some 5
months after the salaried personnel interviews had begun), we had already gained a good
sense of workers’ perspectives. Casually getting to know select hourly workers was a
strategy that we slowly but steadily pursued during the months the salaried interviews
were being conducted. In this informal manner, we were able to obtain corroborative
and/or conflicting evidence from select hourly workers as the salaried study progressed.

13The plant manager, new to this plant shortly before we arrived on the scene, was
determined that an innovative HRD program be "owned" across the organization and
that it not be seen as the sole responsibility of the personnel department. He also
realized that effective training/education could not be mandated, that it required the
interest, support, and substantive involvement of the rank and file.
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Similarly, when the time came for the formal hourly personnel interviews, we discretely
tested hourly workers’ views with select managers with whom we had built good
relations. The contrasts in viewpoints provided important insights that helped shape our
study. Equally important, the constant testing, refraining, and retesting of information
across management and hourly lines also helped reduce xenophobic tendencies within a
culture unaccustomed to outsiders. By keeping major constituencies informed of what
we were learning and where we were in our study, we calmed anxieties and built a sense
of joint purpose.
Interview Guide. The preliminary interviews (described earlier in this chapter)
and low-keyed personal interactions with hourly workers suggested that the interview
guide needed to be shorter than the one used for salaried personnel and that, given the
rather strained nature of labor-management relations, the interviews were likely to
become unfocused and/or politically explosive if not properly orchestrated.
A shorter, more directly-to-the-point interview guide (Appendix D) was prepared.
Its first two questions (Figure 14) paralleled the opening questions in the salaried
interview.
Question 3 (Figure 15) was intended as a pointed query about the plant’s future,
one slightly more jarring than that posed to salaried personnel. Preliminary interviews
and informal conversations had given every indication that hourly personnel interviews
would be fast-paced, intense, and emotion-laden. We also had found that it was
somewhat difficult to get hourly workers to move beyond their various renditions of the
plant’s past history and present conflicts, but we needed them to look to the future and
describe how they perceived it to look.
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1.

2.

Let’s start by having you describe the overall work environment here.
■

Morale, job satisfaction, motivation levels

■

Employee involvement, personal learning/growth

■

Relations with your supervisors, peers, and other departments

What do you believe are the plant’s most serious problems?
■

What can/should be done to eliminate those problems?

Figure 14. Asking About the Present

3. How do you see this factory 5 years from now?
■

How will your jobs look by then? How will work be
organized? Rewarded?

■

In general, how do you see the future of this industry?
•
What about your foreign competition?
•
Why are you losing customers?

■

Why do you believe this? What is your source of information?

■

How might you contribute more effectively to a healthier
future for this plant?

Figure 15. Asking About the Future

"What about your foreign competition? Why are you losing customers?" was thus
intended as an evocative (though factually indisputable) redirection of interviewees’
attention to the future.14

14At first appearance, asking GM auto workers why their company was losing its
market share may seem to have biased the responses by provoking defensiveness or
hostility among respondents. Within the context of this plant, however, that simply was
not the case. Market losses and customer satisfaction were major concerns throughout
the organization, openly addressed in formal settings (meetings, special gatherings, and
informational materials posted throughout the plant) and in everyday conversation. Yet
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The interview guide concluded with adapted versions of the two training
questions raised in the salaried personnel interview guide (Figures 9 and 19) and an
indication of desired demographic information (as was listed in Figure 12). We fully
anticipated that in group interview settings it would probably not be feasible to follow
the guide closely or to raise all its questions.
The Interview Sample. One hundred twenty-five hourly workers were
interviewed (i.e., some 3 percent of the hourly workforce). This convenience sample
included skilled tradesmen, semi-skilled and unskilled production and service workers,
quality council members and alumni,15 and elected and appointed union officials.

at the time of our interviews with hourly personnel, there had existed little or no direct
dialog between workers and higher levels of management around these issues. As the
"new kids on the block," workers and managers alike expected us to ask tough questions.
Quality council members, in particular, relished the opportunity to show us (and through
us, management) that they had good insights into what needed "fixing" at GM. We were
also sensitive to the fact that hourly workers had little patience with indirectness; they
did not expect us to "pull our punches," to ask "soft" questions. And they responded in
kind to our directness and sincerity.
15The quality council, instituted in May 1983, was comprised of assembly-line workers
representing the various production departments. Eleven workers served on the
day-shift council and an equal number on the night-shift one. Members applied for
service on the councils and were then selected by a joint union-management review
process. Generally only high seniority workers were chosen. For 16 weeks these
individuals were relieved of their line duties to serve full-time on the council, where they
received formal and hands-on training in how the plant functioned, many of the business
aspects of plant management, problem solving, listening and presentation skills, data
collection and reporting, product auditing, statistical process controls and charting, and
warranty monitoring. Each week members tracked down product defects, tried to
resolve the origins of quality problems, and reported on their progress to production
superintendents. As a group, they also conducted special projects and small-scale studies
relating to product quality and customer satisfaction. Members enjoyed wide access and
exposure to all levels of the organization during their months of service on the council.
In the words of one of the superintendents to whom quality council members reported:
Due to the nature of the assembly line process, the operator does not
have the opportunity to participate in the decisions that affect quality and
does not often understand the process itself. There is a need to educate
the operators in these facets, and hopefully they will in turn act as
ambassadors of quality with their fellow workers. The quality council was
developed to fulfill this need.
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Sample size was kept small for practical reasons. We wished to minimize the
disruption on the plant floor and the difficulties inherent in replacing workers during
production hours. We also did not want the plant to incur overtime costs for the
interviews. Moreover, constraints posed by the fragility of labor-management relations
deterred us from seeking a larger interview pool. The shop committee viewed us as
consultants to management: guests whom they had no hand in inviting. Although most
of the union representatives had come to know us informally, given the realities of plant
politics at the time, their congeniality and natural curiosity did not seem likely to lead to
their formal support for either the study or any contractual partnership thereafter.
Reluctant to have management intercede on our behalf, we were determined, instead, to
find a way of gaining the shop committee’s acquiescence if not their pronounced
blessing.
Fortunately, a way presented itself-through the auspices of the quality council.
During the 5 months of the salaried portion of the study, we had gradually built ties with
the day and evening shift quality councils and their union representatives as we observed
their daily car audit meetings, weekly reporting sessions with production superintendents,
and other work activities. We had become impressed with the learning value of council
membership, particularly with the increased motivation and quality consciousness and the
general change in workers’ attitudes about themselves and their work environment that
seemed to be a direct outcome of membership on the council. They appeared to enjoy
the many attentions we gave them; individually and as a group, they were always eager
for lively conversation and an opportunity to prove the value of the quality council
concept. By concentrating our interviewing efforts on quality council members and
alumni, we gingerly sidestepped the need to obtain a direct "yea" or "nay" from union
leadership and in a way that did not flaunt our circumvention of their authority.
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This decision, however, produced a skewed sample. Quality council members and
alumni were, by and large, high seniority workers. Only a few women had served as
members during the 3 years the councils had existed.16 Also, by virtue of council
affiliation, the attitudes, behaviors, motivations, and general understanding of the
complexities of plant operations were expected to be greater than average workers in the
plant who had not served as council members.17
Sampling bias may have been somewhat ameliorated by our interviews with
hourly workers who served as assembly-line trainers in the various production
departments.18 Group membership for these individuals was tangential; it was solely a

16Only 8 percent of all hourly workers at the plant were women (and among salaried
personnel women comprise 12 percent). Their seniority was low, having gained access to
this traditionally male-dominated industry only in recent years as a result of affirmative
action policies. Because of their low seniority, they had not had ample opportunities for
participating on the quality councils. Union leaders and managers responsible for quality
council selection, however, had begun to address this problem by appointing a few
females despite their lower seniority status.
17Quality council participation was generally perceived-by management, union
leadership, and production workers themselves-to reap product quality benefits and
positive changes in members’ attitudes towards their jobs, the workplace, and themselves.
As previously noted, we fully concurred in that assessment. I reserve judgment, however,
concerning the enduring effects of council participation among its alumni. I also believe
that certain management/operations improvements could have greatly enhanced the
impact of the program and reduced the high costs associated with it. Commented the
same superintendent quoted earlier:
Increased employee involvement [during membership on the quality
council] creates a positive attitude toward their job performance. The
quality council trains operators and thrusts them into a new environment
whereby they have some say in the process and can help solve the
problems affecting quality. The problem arises when the operators are
returned to the line after 16 weeks to allow for a new group to function.
The letdown that develops after returning to the line can have a
detrimental effect on quality, and the worker can again feel alienated
from the organization.
18The various production departments had workers whose job classification
designated them as trainers of other line workers. They were expected to be proficient
at all the work assignments in their area, to demonstrate/teach these operations to
temporary replacements or newcomers, and to work alongside the novices, if necessary,
until the job was being done properly. This was a high seniority job classification.
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function of the important job they fulfilled on the plant floor.19 Not having been
"treated" with the educational aspects of quality council participation, it was assumed that
the trainers would be more representative of average hourly workers. Nevertheless, they
too constituted a high seniority, predominantly male sample.
Obtaining access to the trainers raised few political concerns. The quality council
interviews had already been completed; so, we reasoned, the intent of the study and the
kinds of questions being raised probably seemed less threatening to union leadership.20
Indeed, group spokesmen for the trainers indicated their willingness to be interviewed
only if the plant’s new production manager were present to hear what they had to say
(and he readily agreed to be a participant observer).21
In addition, a few union representatives and miscellaneous assembly-line workers,
were interviewed.22 They, too, were all high seniority males.

19The work of the trainers was specific to the line area to which they were assigned.
Because they were always needed on the plant floor, it was difficult to free them for
group gatherings during production hours. Their high seniority status made overtime
costs for group development or other training purposes very difficult to justify. As a
result, they were brought together infrequently and did not function as a cohesive voice.
^Given the spirited responses evoked during the quality council interviews and the
fact that these individuals interacted almost daily with shop committeemen, we assumed
there had been abundant feedback that had successfully served to demystify our work.
The committee would also have received reports from the two union representatives
responsible for the quality councils, both of whom were participant observers at all
council interviews (except once when there was a scheduling conflict).
21The production manager’s role during the interviews was essentially that of listener;
at the end of the sessions, he offered succinct, supportive responses to interviewees’
positions. We saw the group’s request to have the new production manager present as
an acknowledgement that the kinds of questions we were raising were highly pertinent,
and as an indication of their desire that management not ignore our findings. His
presence during the sessions appeared to have little or no effect on the tone and content
of the interviews themselves. As is discussed in Chapter ID, findings from the trainers’
interviews did not differ significantly from interviews with other hourly workers.
22The shop chairman and other hourly personnel assisted us in selecting the union
representatives to be interviewed, which selection was based largely on their personal
interests and committee responsibilities. The four miscellaneous interviews resulted from
my lunch-time encounters in the hourly cafeteria.
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Hourly interviewee selection, then, was based primarily on membership in key
informant groups, especially present or past membership in a quality council (see Table
2). This strategy yielded a highly outspoken convenience sample that was high seniority
(range, 7 to 28 years, with three "outlier" veterans having served 3, 33, and 38 years;
median length of service at this plant = 19 years, with approximately 72 percent of all
respondents having worked at the plant between 15 and 25 years); mostly male (only 5
subjects were women); and very knowledgeable about assembly operations throughout
the plant and the overall climate of the workplace. Almost all interviewees had worked
in numerous areas of the plant during their years of service; most had come to this plant
directly after high school or military service; none expressed any intent or desire to leave
GM prior to retirement.
Interview Procedures. Quality council members and trainers were interviewed in
their natural group settings (e.g., day-shift quality council, night-shift trainers). Group
size ranged from 13 to 25 individuals. Quality council alumni, union representatives, and
the miscellaneous workers were interviewed individually.
Like the salaried personnel interviews, most hourly worker interview sessions
were audiotaped with the knowledge and consent of interviewees. Confidentiality and
discretion in reporting findings and the eventual plantwide dissemination of those
findings-particularly important to union officials and hourly workers, who felt this would
enhance their "voice" and help promote a climate of openness, at least around issues of
training and education-were guaranteed. Group interviews lasted between 1 hour 30
minutes and 2 hours 15 minutes; two groups were interviewed twice. Individual
interviews, with union officials and others, averaged 1 hour each.
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Table 2. Hourly Personnel Interviewees

Number of
Interviewees

Group

Quality Council Members:
October 1985-Februaiy 1986
Februaiy-June 1986
June-October 1986
Alumni

19
21
22
15
77

Production Department Trainers

38

Union Representatives

6

Miscellaneous Hourly Workers

4

Total Interviewees

125

Group interviews were highly dynamic sessions. The interview guide (Appendix
D) was loosely followed, but interviewees’ central concems-product quality, supervision
practices, workplace climate, and unresolved production-floor technical problems-were
allowed to surface freely. Not infrequently, a question raised by the researchers would
trigger 15 minutes or more of heated discussion among interviewees; only when debate
had run its course or when comments were contextually inappropriate did we intervene.
The hourly interviews laid the basis for prolonged interactions with interviewees,
many of whom became ongoing sources of information and enthusiastic supporters of
our partnership mission.23

23The hourly personnel interviews, then, paralleled the salaried personnel ones,
except that they were (a) more volatile and less analytic in nature; (b) less structured and
more interviewee-driven; and (c) generally conducted in natural group settings. While
less time was devoted to researcher/interviewee relationship building during the hourly
personnel interviews, the process itself created a bond sufficient to result in interviewees’
support of continued university involvement at the plant and to allow us to approach
them one-on-one for whatever further information or assistance we wanted.
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HRD Questionnaire

Upon the completion of the salaried personnel interviews and midway through
the interviews with hourly workers, a 1-page questionnaire (Appendix E) was constructed
to provide quantitative data concerning the particular kinds of human resource
development programs hourly and salaried personnel would be interested in attending
(Figure 16).24

[This plant] supports individual skill development and training and
encourages employee participation in degree programs, selected courses,
seminars, workshops, fitness and leisure-time activities.
Listed below are the kind of programs that could be available in-plant or
at local educational facilities. Class scheduling before or after shifts
would make the programs convenient for all employees.

Figure 16. Explanation Offered in HRD Questionnaire

An ample list of education programs, training sessions, health/wellness programs
and services, and leisure/recreational activities was provided (see Figure 17), as well as
an open-ended solicitation of additional program suggestions and/or other comments.
These program listings represented many of our interview findings at the plant, as well as
our knowledge of the HRD literature base and effective programs and practices in other
business settings.

24The questionnaire is an excellent example of our many efforts to work closely with
plant personnel to effect their ownership of research results. The potential benefits and the
frequent frustrations of participatory research (with the HRD questionnaire presented as
an example of the latter) are explored in Chapter IV.
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EDUCATIONAL OPTIONS:

FITNESS PROGRAMS:

■
■
■
■
■
■

■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■

Academic/career counseling
GED (high school equivalency)
Associate’s degree
Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree
College-level (credit) courses:
• Engineering
• Business
• Computers
• Education
• Foreign languages:
• Accounting
• Psychology
• Math/statistics
■ Other:
SEMINARS/WORKSHOPS:
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■

Seminars on plant issues
Interpersonal communications
Problem-solving methods
Positive self-image
Public speaking
Writing skills
Speed reading
Factory/office-of-the-future
Quality control methods (SPC)
Hands-on computer courses
Pre-retirement seminars
Other:

Stop smoking program
Stress management seminars
Aerobics/exercise classes
Weight-lifting programs
CPR/first-aid courses
Weight control program
AA chapter
Professional counseling:
• Individual
• Family
• Group
■ Singles/parents support
■ Other:
LEISURE-TIME ACTIVITIES:
■ Team sports:
• Baseball
• Golf
• Softball
• Tennis
• Basketball
• Volleyball
■ Vacation/travel club
■ Film/theater club
■ Arts, crafts, or music
(Specify:
)
■ Gourmet & ethnic cooking
■ Community involvement
■ Home repairs instruction
■ Auto & cycle maintenance
■ Gardening club
■ Other:

Figure 17. Program Options Listed in HRD Questionnaire

The questionnaire’s "Educational Options" refers to postsecondary-level academic
instruction (with the obvious exception of the GED program). Such options might
include degree-track courses for either specially designed or conventional majors/
programs); courses carrying undergraduate, graduate-level, or continuing education
credits; or certificate programs for advanced studies. "Seminars/Workshops" included
short-term, applications-oriented training programs; personal skills-building workshops;
and plant- specific seminars (on issues such as quality, absenteeism, or Japanese
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management practices).25 "Fitness Programs," otherwise known as wellness programs,
included offerings directly aimed at employees’ physical and psychological well-being.
"Leisure-Time Activities" included topics that indirectly offered many of the same
wellness benefits by means of special-interest groups and recreational pursuits.
Separating the program options into these four categories, admittedly a somewhat
arbitrary decision on my part, helped address two of our major concerns: First, would
employees seek only personal/recreational pleasures or the "softer" skills-building
programs rather than the kinds of educational and technical training programs that would
contribute in more straightforward ways to productivity improvements at the plant?
Second, what principles might be established for the funding of these programs? The
categories not only facilitated analyses along these lines (Chapter III), but also subtly
alerted respondents to our (and top management’s) expectations that the university’s
eventual program development efforts would have to reflect both the professional
growth and personal fulfillment needs and interests of the workforce.
Data generated by the questionnaire were intended to complement interview
findings by providing quantifiable information to assist decisionmaking by the plant’s
HRD task force. The names and work times of individuals interested in particular
programs were vital to the task force’s substantive program planning efforts.
Accordingly, respondents were asked to identify themselves by name, social security
number, department, and shift.26 Neither the task force nor other hourly and salaried

^This distinction between education and training- between theoretically grounded,
long-term education and applications-driven, short-term training-is maintained
throughout this dissertation.
^Social security numbers helped trace illegibly written names. Because of the
manner in which personnel records were computerized, social security numbers also
allowed us to obtain other useful demographic information about respondents, such as
educational background and home address. While this information could have been
requested in the questionnaire itself, we decided to avoid seeking too much personal
information from respondents for fear of decreasing the response rate.
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individuals with whom we consulted believed that requiring respondents to identify
themselves would cause hesitancy among plant personnel or reduce the instrument’s
return rate.
The questionnaire was distributed to the plant’s entire workforce (approximately
4,300 individuals). This decision to survey all employees represented top management’s
desire to incorporate the needs and opinions of all personnel in the design and
implementation of a strategic plan for human resource development. It was also
intended as a morale booster-a tacit message that the aims of an aggressive HRD
program were important to the future of the plant and consistent with the immediate
priorities the new plant manager and his department heads had set to help revitalize the
workplace. In this sense, it was hoped that the survey would raise expectations that
some of the programs would indeed reach the implementation stage, despite the plant’s
past record of little investment in training, and that the university’s role at the plant
would soon be moving from that of organizational research to that of active agent of
change. To paraphrase one of the top managers, wide distribution of the questionnaire
would affirm our intentions to do more than merely study the plant’s needs: We hoped
to become full partners in meeting those needs.

Participant Observation
Throughout the year-long study, we informally observed personnel at the plant as
they conducted their day-to-day business. We observed the gamut of formal and
informal meetings, the positive and less-than-positive interactions, and the frequent joys
and crises that characterize a fast-paced, machine-driven environment We spent time
on the production floor, attended daily car audits and occasional high-level sessions
conducted by officials from corporate headquarters, and travelled to two sister plants in
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other states. Many times we were silent observers during the events; at other times we
actively participated.27 Always we were free to ask questions of whomever and about
whatever we chose, and always those questions elicited richly detailed responses-oftentimes resulting in new twists in our research direction, still more interviews, and yet
another library search.
As data were collected, our questions, hypotheses, and tentative findings were
orally checked out with key salaried and hourly personnel representing various subgroups
within the organization.

This ongoing testing, refraining, and retesting of evidence was

essential to the reliability and validity of our study. Throughout the research,
respondents* words, implied meanings, and observed actions were necessarily weighed
and juxtaposed with what we and others at the plant perceived to be cultural reality.
This continual flow of information served another vital function: It enabled key
hourly and salaried personnel to be kept abreast of our progress. The ongoing
interactions and information exchange sustained their sense of involvement in our work
and helped establish their joint ownership of our findings.

Review of Documents and Records
Just as we enjoyed freedom of access to individuals across the plant, so were we
permitted to review whatever documents and records we believed might be helpful to
our work. Among the reams of documentation we examined were department-specific
and plantwide productivity data, the daily in-house newsletter, earlier quality of worklife
survey results, public relations and instructional materials from corporate headquarters,
and various videotapes and "off-the-shelf' curriculum packages used by GM.

27We termed this "research by hanging around," no less important a strategy than the
"management by walking around" or "management by wandering around" advocated by
leading management consultants (see, e.g., Peters & Waterman, 1982, p. 122).
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In addition, we analyzed quantitative data previously collected by plant officers
that pertained to the training needs of production foremen. A training needs assessment
questionnaire, designed at another GM plant, had been administered to 68 production
foremen in early summer 1984; the data, however, had not been compiled and analyzed.
Because the foremen who took part in that study still occupied those positions (with only
a few exceptions), and inasmuch as there had been few training interventions subsequent
to the questionnaire, we assumed that the survey’s findings would be generally indicative
of the present training needs of first-line production supervisors (foremen). We
therefore undertook the analysis of that data during the initial weeks of our involvement
at the plant.28 The survey instrument sought information concerning (a) the
importance of various training dimensions to the performance of supervisors’ jobs, and
(b) the extent of training that should be offered in each of those dimensions.
Findings from the questionnaire indicated that the foremen recognized a "very
important" need for training in quality control, absenteeism reduction, problem solving,
motivation, supervision, union contract regulations, operations problems, decision
making, and cost cutting. They also believed it important to have training in behavior
modification, goal setting, self-esteem, safety, communications, career planning, training
techniques, trust building, graphing/charting, and personal computers. In general, the
greater the perceived importance of a training area, the greater the amount of training
respondents indicated they ought to receive.29

28The questionnaire, however, suffered from numerous flaws, including inadequate
content domain specificity, poor wording of its 108 Likert-type items, ambiguous
instructions, and confusing physical layout. Irrespective of our reservations, we were
expected to make sense of the returned questionnaires. Accordingly, the data were
analyzed; our written report carried a restrained but firm caution about the instrument’s
many flaws and the futility of taking the results too seriously.
29This "number crunching" exercise gave us an early glimpse at many of the training
challenges that later emerged in the course of our investigations. It also quickly
established our usefulness and ability to work collaboratively with several key managers.
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Review of the Multidisciplinary Literature
Though we struggled to follow the openminded precepts of grounded theory
(Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Skrtic, 1985), the established literature did inform our field
research. Our explorations and interpretations of the plant, however, were not directed
or in any way restricted by the relevant literature. That the broad literature base
enhanced our vision and shaped the parameters of our inquiry, we readily acknowledge.
Where a priori theories failed to surface in our research at the plant, we often raised
them in the course of routine interviews, conversations, and observations. This slight
refinement in grounded theory is nevertheless consistent with naturalistic inquiry.
The multidisciplinary body of literature utilized in the study spanned the content
areas shown in Figure 18. In-depth expertise in all these areas was not necessary,
however. Indeed, from labor and industrial organization economics through the end of
the list, we sought out only that information we believed top executives ought to know
as general managers rather than technical experts. Human resource development needs
in an increasingly competitive and technological workplace drove the continuous search,
sift, and synthesis of the literature.30
Where the literature had its greatest impact on our thinking was in regard to the
present condition and future outlook of the plant’s parent corporation and the
automobile industry as a whole. Insofar as corporate- and industry-specific studies,
forecasts, and other information can serve as harbinger of "things to come" at any one
plant site, the survey of the literature was indispensable. Literature-based resources

^During the course of this study, most of my literature research was conducted at
the libraries of the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, where the specialized
collections of engineering and management eased my work. I especially wish to thank
Dr. Richard L. Morrill, reference librarian extraordinaire, for the extensive assistance
with database searches he contributed to this project. Thanks also to the libraries of
Babson College and Brandeis University for having extended me visiting researcher
privileges. Since 1989, most of my research has been conducted at the library of the
University of New Hampshire, Durham.
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provided an invaluable measurement tool against which our tentative findings at the
plant were compared, recalibrated, and re-energized.

■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■
■

■
■
■
■
■

Adult learning
Motivation
Occupational/vocational education and training
Technology-based instruction
Communication studies
Strategies for change
Dissemination of innovation/knowledge
Social science research and evaluation methods
Industrial psychology/sociology
University/industry partnerships
Organizational development, especially:
•
Climate
•
Management and leadership
•
Employee involvement
Labor and industrial organization economics
Environmental design
Computer science
Various engineering sub-fields, especially:
•
Robotics
•
Quality control
Manufacturing studies, especially:
•
Productivity measurement and improvement
•
Human factors in industrial settings: absenteeism, job
content, safety, substance abuse, labor relations
•
Flexible manufacturing systems (FMS) and computerintegrated manufacturing (CIM) developments
•
"Factoiy-of-the-future" experiments and forecasts
•
Industry-specific R&D

Figure 18. Multidisciplinary Literature Base Utilized in This Study

Summary
This chapter described an organizational study aimed at (a) assessing the human
resource development needs of a local automobile assembly plant, and (b) serving as the
cornerstone for a university-industry partnership. It was shown how the research tools of
naturalistic inquiry were applied within the context of partnership building.
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Table 3 represents the time sequence of the research and development efforts
reported in this case study. Not included in the time distribution is the May 1986
formalization of the plant-university partnership (outlined in Chapter Hi’s epilogue),
which followed soon after our written and oral presentation of findings from the salaried
interviews. Also excluded from the timetable are our campus-based development efforts
(briefly described in Chapter IV) aimed at gaining support among university leaders and
faculty for the kind of innovative contractual relationship we hoped to achieve.
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Table 3. Time Distribution of Research Activities
1985
Task

Factoiy-of-the-Future
Concept Paper

1986

Months
3456789 10 11 12 12345678

★

Invited to Local Plant

★

Preliminary Interviews

★★★

Analysis of 1984 Training
Needs Survey of Foremen

★★

Formal Initiation of Study

★

Drafting of Data Protocol,
Project Overview, & Salaried
Personnel Interview Guide

★

Salaried Personnel Interviews

★★★★★★★

Drafting of Hourly Personnel
Interview Guide

★

Hourly Personnel Interviews

★★★★★★★★★

HRD Questionnaire:
Drafting & Editing
Administration

★★
★★

Participant Observation &
Relationship Building

★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★

Review of Plant Documents
& Records

★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★

Analysis & Reporting
Literature Review

★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★
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CHAPTER III
PRODUCT AND PROCESS FINDINGS

Introduction
The appropriate presentation of naturalistic research findings is almost always
problematic, given the need to protect the sensitivities, and typically also the identities,
of human subjects and their institutions and at the same time to capture with integrity the
essence of the research setting (Adams & Preiss, 1960; Douglas, 1976; Lincoln, 1985;
Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Lofland, 1971; Mehan & Wood, 1975; Schwartz & Jacobs, 1979).
Organizational inquiry of the nature described in this case study, in which the
researchers were given license to question, probe, examine, and observe in every nook and
cranny of the General Motors Framingham plant, poses numerous ethical and political
constraints that are perhaps more far-reaching than those ordinarily encountered in the
conduct and reporting of dissertation research. For example, had this dissertation been
submitted prior to the closure of the plant, the effects of inappropriately discussing
findings could have not only jeopardized work dynamics and people’s careers within the
plant, but also unintentionally compromised its relationship with corporate headquarters
and the external image GM was striving to preserve with stockholders, industry analysts,
potential new car buyers, and others. Similarly threatened would have been the very
university-industry partnership the study produced.
Even with the unfortunate closing of the plant, the level of discussion herein must
respect the proprietary nature of the contractual arrangement Additionally, the many

47

sensitivities peculiar to an academic institution, especially the sharing of details concerning
its industrial involvements or institutional marketing strategies, are not to be taken lightly.
Universities too operate in a highly competitive marketplace, and, like any for-profit
business, they must be concerned with internal dynamics, external image, and proprietary
rights to knowledge they generate.
In writing this thesis, I have tried to honor these legitimate concerns without
compromising my need to produce an accurate and useful portrayal of methods and
process of organizational analysis and university-industry partnership building.
Determining just what level of findings could and should be reported also required
difficult decisions as to who constituted the probable audience and what the readers would
want to learn from this manuscript Although dissertations typically attract only
specialized readerships from closely related disciplines, given the nature of this case study
the needs and interests of a wider audience had to be considered. Yin (1984) succinctly
describes this compositional challenge:
For colleagues, the relationships among the case study, its findings, and
previous theory or research are likely to be most important....For
nonspecialists, the descriptive elements in portraying some real-life
situation, as well as the implications for action, are likely to be more
important. For a thesis committee, mastery of the methodology and the
theoretical issues of a case-study topic, an indication of the care with which
the research was conducted, and evidence that the student has successfully
negotiated all phases of the research process are important. Finally, for
research funders, the significance of the case study findings, whether cast in
academic or practical terms, is probably as important as the rigor with
[which] the research was conducted, (pp. 123-124)
The purposes of this dissertation-to examine methods and process in (a)
developing university ties with industry, and (b) studying an industrial organization and
assessing its human resource development needs-take into account these diverse and
somewhat conflicting concerns and interests of potential readers.
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Because my focus is on methods and process, most of the products of our
research1~namely, that which was discovered about the client organization-are only
tangentially important to this manuscript Certainly this public forum is inappropriate for
an elaboration of such findings: The richly detailed, descriptive information necessary for
establishing the chain of evidence that supports those findings would, in my judgment
encroach upon the client’s rights to confidentiality notwithstanding the plant’s demise.
Therefore, the only findings herein presented are those essential to a meaningful
discussion of the methods and process we followed in assessing the plant’s human resource
development needs and developing a comprehensive program to meet those needs.
This chapter’s presentation of findings begins with a summarization of certain
organizational needs identified at the plant-needs that establish the context within which
the university-industry HRD partnership came into being. I have attempted to draw out
those needs in as descriptive a manner as possible without unduly targeting General
Motors. Indeed, readers will undoubtedly recognize that the findings portrayed here are
all too familiar; they extend well beyond one now-defunct GM assembly plant, though this
fact neither minimizes the importance of our research nor satisfies scientific criteria for its
generalizability.2
Organizational inquiry findings presented in this chapter are based primarily upon
(a) the salaried and hourly personnel interviews, (b) the researchers’ observations and
interactions at the plant between August 1985 and August 1986, (c) documents and
records analyses, and (d) the established literature (roughly in that order of importance).

1As was noted in Chapter II, this case study was conducted by Professor Arthur W.
Eve and myself. The use of "we" and "our" in this chapter, unless otherwise noted, refers
to the two of us.
2The scholarly and trade literature underscore the fact that these findings are
common to many imperiled mature industries. To keep this important perspective in
mind, I ask readers to consider their own organization as they read this chapter’s
"Organizational Inquiry Findings" section.
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Because of triangulation of the data, the sources and methods that underlie findings may
at times appear indistinct, especially inasmuch as these findings are reported at the
summary level rather than in evidence-building detail; where appropriate, the primary
bases of findings are indicated.
Programmatic recommendations, based primarily upon (a) the organizational
inquiry findings and (b) the HRD questionnaire (again, in that order of importance), are
then presented, followed by a brief description of the subsequent partnership accord.

Organizational Inquiry Findings

Five organizational needs emerged from our analysis of human resource
development requirements at the plant (Figure 19). For heuristic purposes these needs
are presented as discrete topics; in reality they are highly interrelated.

1.

The need for greater cooperation across the organization

2.

The need to improve management/leadership styles

3.

The need for better evaluation, development, and reward of performance

4.

The need to systematically address productivity improvement across the
organization

5.

The need to focus on long-term as well as short-term goals

Figure 19. Organizational Needs Identified by the Study

These needs are outlined in the following paragraphs in terms of organizational
shortfalls. By restricting my discussion to shortfalls, I do not wish to give the impression
that significant strengths were not also identified during the research. Rather, shortfalls
are summarized because of their value beyond the client organization (as opposed to the
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strengths we found, which appeared to be plant- and personnel-specific) and because of
the action research nature of the case study that sought to move the plant forward, to
improve on the present, to identify opportunities for university collaboration in developing
human resources to advance the competitive position of the GM Framingham plant.

Need for Greater Cooperation Across the Organization

Vertical (within department) and horizontal (across departments) communication,
cooperation, and collaboration were found to be inadequate. Vertically, the plant’s seven
layers of management served as a barrier to understanding and achieving common goals.3
Goals and objectives set by department heads typically seeped down to middle
management levels in ambiguous ways. At the plant floor level, foremen were too far
removed from policy rationales that could have usefully informed their behaviors and
guided the ad hoc decisions they were daily required to make.
Horizontally, the common purpose was often lost sight of. Competition between
departments for resources, recognition, and influence was exacerbated by key personalities
within some of the departments. Service departments (particularly personnel and
maintenance departments) were often used as scapegoats for fiscal and policy decisions
not exclusively in their control. Poor interpersonal communication skills, a lack of
understanding and appreciation for others’ roles, and one-way communication patterns
were frequent complaints among all levels of interviewees; we observed countless incidents
that substantiated those charges. Communications were found to be especially strained
between production foremen and their supervisors-indeed, among all three layers of
first-line and middle managers. Since two-thirds of all salaried personnel belonged to

3The seven layers of management (laid out in Chapter H, Table 1) included top
management (plant manager, production manager, department heads, and general
superintendents), middle management (superintendents and general supervisors),
and first-line managers (supervisors and foremen).
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these three management levels, and the three levels constituted 307 (or 97 percent) of the
plant’s 315 managers, it is clear how potentially counterproductive and demoralizing the
lack of good communication and cooperation were to the organization.
Not surprisingly, hourly workers also reported a general lack of positive
communication--among themselves, with their union representatives, with production
supervisory personnel, and with higher levels of management Opportunities and
mechanisms for substantive information exchange, brainstorming, or team building-except
for the brief quality council interlude that some workers experienced4--were nonexistent.
If common purpose, mutual understanding, and two-way communication decreased as one
moved down the organization, at the level of hourly personnel any sense of common
purpose or unity of action completely broke down. The confusion, anger, and distrust of
supervisory personnel-combined with other factors, such as the plant’s past history of
volatile labor-management relations, GM’s declining auto market share, and certain angerand anxiety-provoking corporate-level actions5--had produced an ambivalence of worker
behavior that could not have served the plant worse at a critical point in its struggle to
exist.6 Although managers at all levels acknowledged the urgency of engaging workers’
physical and emotional energies and utilizing their extensive hands-on production expertise

4The quality council is described in Chapter II.
5Examples most frequently pointed out to us by hourly personnel included
production shift layoffs, plant closures, and the out-sourcing of components (especially to
foreign countries with cheap labor). Many also believed the corporation was securing
unwarranted union concessions at the bargaining table by tacitly, if not overtly,
threatening to close down plants. The elimination of profit-sharing distributions to the
GM workforce while simultaneously awarding large bonuses to top corporate executives
(gleefully belabored by the national news media) impacted workers’ pocketbooks, further
souring in-plant relations between labor and management (though managers at the local
plant level seemed no less astounded and were not to blame for that decision).
6While there was also some downright hostility aimed at Detroit, from within both
the hourly and salaried ranks, as well as pockets of high frustration and impatience with
local union leadership, ambivalence was by far the prevalent attitude with which most
workers approached their 8-hour shift on the assembly line.
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in a plant-wide effort to improve product quality and cut costs, most had no understanding
of how to go about it; the select few who did (and here we definitely include both the
general plant and production managers, who were new to the plant, as well as one or two
other top managers) were simply unable to muster enough support and momentum among
the lower ranks to make a noticeable indent in changing long-entrenched communication
and/or other behavioral patterns within the culture of the organization.
However, it is worth noting that promising new inroads introduced by the plant
manager had slowly begun to take shape-first in the form of top-down information
sharing via special plant-wide gatherings that presented, in painful but clear detail, the
plant’s competitive position within the corporation and vis-a-vis Japanese automakers; and
second, by the appointment of several special joint (management-labor) interdepartmental
task forces to work on technical problems (e.g., the elimination of water leaks around
windshields, or planning the facility’s new paint shop) and issues related to organizational
competitiveness. Moreover, both the plant and production managers assumed
responsibility for setting the tone for collaborative problem solving by personally attending
(and assuring that as many other managers that could be freed up also attended) most
weekly quality council meetings, during which sessions the (hourly worker) quality council
members presented the results of their technical investigations into auto defects,
troublesome production processes, and department-specific productivity measures. At the
same time, the plant’s daily in-house newsletter was improved in style and content.
The flow of information and line of communication nevertheless remained largely
top-to-bottom, with the usual weakening or distortions occurring as it trickled down the
organization. Cooperation and collaboration across departments occurred when the plant
or production managers required it to happen. For the majority of hourly workers and
first-line and middle managers, little change was evident in their daily worklife.
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Need to Improve Management/Leadership Styles

"Participatory management," a term often used among salaried personnel at the
plant, was not yet evident within the context of daily managerial behaviors. In the words
of one production superintendent, "We don’t walk like we talk." While great strides had
clearly been made during the past few years in reducing an historically authoritarian
structure, the substantive involvement of middle and lower managers, the shop committee,
or the hourly workers had not yet been achieved.7
The terms "participatory management," "employee involvement," and "quality of
worklife" were frequently bandied about by managers--often used interchangeably and
seldom accompanied by the concrete implementation of such principles within the plant’s
unique environment. Union representatives used these terms parsimoniously, sometimes
even sarcastically. Their guarded reactions to what was touted by some managers as a new
and progressive style of doing business were expressed in the frequent "We’re from
Missouri, show me!" comments of shop committee members and hourly workers.
From middle management down through the organization, few perceived that their
influence in decision making would increase, despite the rhetoric of participatory
management. Indeed, the crisis nature of the machine-driven, assembly-line production
environment itself served as an obstacle to participatory practices and substantive
employee involvement in off-line functions. For example, it was held that involvement of
labor could not be allowed to interfere with production schedules or to otherwise increase
manpower costs, and that further involvement of the middle and lower salaried ranks (the
"doers") must not come at the expense of their primary responsibility-keeping the
assembly-line moving and the cars defect-free. Even at the top levels of plant

7To place all this in better perspective, at the time this study began, hourly
production employees made up some 89 percent of the plant’s approximately 4,300member workforce; by the end of the study year, employment at the plant had shrunk to
around 4,000.
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management, there seemed little recognition that strategically planned off-line functions
could actually result in improved on-line performance, that better quality and productivity
might be achieved by stopping the line or by finding other ways to free up the most highly
experienced hourly workers and first-line managers to focus on ways of working "smarter,"
or that such an approach could even produce organizational benefits beyond the creative
resolution of auto defects and other technical problems.8
Despite the loud and clear message of a commitment to participatory management
by the plant manager and most of his top staff, many "old-timers"~salaried and hourly
alike-resisted stylistic changes. Having experienced frequent "changes of the guard"
among top managers over the years, they saw the new direction in management style as a
passing fad that would disappear "when the young and ambitious top managers get
promoted out of the plant."9 Some long-time managers spoke of the need for firm and
definitive supervision, a desire to avoid the "mollycoddling of laborers" or any "kowtowing
to union pressures," and the necessity of treating each individual as the situation
warranted.10 They saw little wrong with the way supervision and decision making were
practiced in the past. Argued one production superintendent:
There’s no time out there on the floor to think before we act, or to be
purposely diplomatic. We’ve got to keep that line moving and try to build
the best car possible under those circumstances....How we interact with
others is mostly a function of how things are going at the moment, and we
make our decisions by shooting from the hip.

8The irony in this is that at some level, management did understand the importance
of employee involvement and the contribution that well focused off-line functions could
make to plantwide improvements-as evidenced by the quality council program. Yet
quality council members were entirely relieved of their production-floor responsibilities
for their months of council membership. Had the councils been designed to operate but
a few hours each week, much wider participation of highly experienced assemblers would
have been possible (and, based on our observations, interviews, and review of council
data, I believe the positive impact of the councils would have been even greater).
9This production middle manager’s comment was paraphrased by several of his peers.
10These quotes are extracted from interviews with first-line and middle managers.
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Added a particularly outspoken general superintendent:
You’re not going to change the way we are. As they say, you can’t teach
an old dog new tricks. Nor should you. We ought to be able to be
ourselves. After all, we’ve been doing it successfully this way for a lot of
years....These management theories-they come and go. But I’ve survived
them all, and I’m not about to pretend to be something I’m not.
Many hourly workers were resistant for other reasons, foremost among which was
their suspicion that participatory strategies were just another management trick to control
and subvert laborers. To encourage or support reform, even if on the surface it might
appear to be in their own best interests, was to "climb into bed with management."11 We
found few indications that either hourly workers or their shop committee representatives
were ready, psychologically or skill-wise, for increased participation in decisionmaking.
Indeed, we found that a large portion of both the salaried and hourly workforces
were ill prepared for substantive participation. Although many of them (at all levels of
the organization) possessed great product and manufacturing/assembly operations
expertise, their skills and concerns were too closely related to their own job functions,
whether it be a particular area of production or a support service like accounting. Their
perspectives, in other words, were narrowed by their personal placement within the
organization. Many of them appeared to lack the overall "picture" and the generic
professional tools (e.g., in planning, problem solving, data collection and analysis,
interpersonal communications, and presentation skills) to become valuable and influential
team members.

11The bedroom analogy, which cropped up in countless interviews and informal
conversations with hourly personnel, never failed to cause me discomfort—if only to
remind me of the many cultural differences between academe and this male-dominated,
blue-collar setting. How language works its effects on the climate of the workplace, on
employee morale and women’s perceptions of sexual harassment, and even on unionmanagement relations would be an interesting research topic well worth pursuing within
this type of environment.
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Need for Better Identification, Development and Reward of Good Performance

Job satisfaction, defined as the perceived relationship between what one wants
from a job and what one believes it actually offers, was found to be high among salaried
personnel. This was true across departments and at all classification levels. Most salaried
personnel whom we observed and/or interviewed were clearly caught up in their jobs,
deeply committed to the success of the plant, and intrinsically motivated. Even the few
individuals whose levels of enthusiasm, involvement, and effort appeared to be less than
optimal expressed satisfaction with their work.
Job satisfaction, however, was not matched by salaried employees’ uniformly high
perceptions that they (a) received personal recognition for their work, (b) received
appropriate financial rewards for their contributions, or (c) had ample opportunities for
professional growth. In general, satisfaction with recognition, rewards, and personal
growth were directly associated with job level: That is, the lower one’s classification in the
organization, the lower one’s perception of recognition, reward, and personal opportunity.
This not unexpected finding is shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Job Satisfaction, Recognition, Rewards, and Opportunities for
Professional Growth by Job Level
Job
Satisfaction

Recognition

Rewards

Professional
Growth

Top Management

High

High

High

High

Middle Managers

High

Mixed

High

Mixed

First-Line Managers

High

Low

Mixed

Low

Lower Salaried Levels

High

Low

Mixed

Low

Hourly Workers

Mixed

Low

Mixed

Low

Level
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Even among hourly workers, we found little evidence of job dissatisfaction per se.
Most workers noted (a) the boredom that accompanied the routinized nature of assembly¬
line work; (b) the frustration that stemmed from management’s overlooking the product
and operations expertise workers had gained from so many years on the job; (c) the
emotional strain attached to working in such a highly politicized environment, which they
noted had its roots in the past record of poor union-management relations at the plant
and was fed by insecurities over the future as GM struggled to cut costs and retain its
market share; and (d) their low expectations that their work would, could, or should
provide them with anything beyond financial reward, which they acknowledged was well
above the pay scale of other blue-collar (indeed, of many white-collar) industries.
Workers’ pragmatic approach to their role-their relatively low personal
expectations offset by high wages and benefits-thus seemed to cushion them from
out-and-out dissatisfaction. Yet their own low expectations for personal satisfaction,
recognition, and opportunities for continued growth wreaked havoc with their motivation,
performance, attendance, self-esteem, and personal lives.12 Workers’ self-perception
required greater challenges from the workplace, as evidenced in the words of an articulate
40-year-old worker who had been at the plant for 21 years:
I go home exhausted-not from how physically difficult my job is, and
certainly not because it strains my mental capacities....I just go home beaten
down.
I could be doing so much more here; I know a lot about line operations,
and I’ve seen a lot of problems that could be easily remedied in the various
departments I’ve worked in over the yeans. But my ideas aren’t welcome.
Even if I come forward and make my supervisor-and his supervisor, and
then that one’s supervisor-aware of a problem or how I think we ought to
try doing something, no one listens. After a while, you just give up and
keep your mouth shut.

12I cannot here disclose supportive details, except to offer this observation: The
Framingham plant, like much of U.S. industry, suffered high absenteeism (especially on
Mondays and Fridays), and significant numbers of employees reported substance abuse
and disruptive family problems.
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So you know what I did? I started my own business. When I leave here
[in the late afternoon each day and over the weekends], I go off and do
what I want to do to prove to myself that I’m worth something....And I’m
doing real well. Hell, I’ve got more work than I can keep up with. So I
hired a couple of the guys I hang out with here, and things are great. We
love it. It’s ours.... [The new business] doesn’t take any special talent really,
just ordinary common sense,...the kind of mechanical skills I use here in the
plant on my job,...and hard work....I’d give the same here, if only they
wanted it. But who cares?
Personnel at all levels of the organization told us that they believed formal
learning opportunities such as the programs/options listed in the HRD questionnaire
would offer (a) improved job performance; (b) effective recognition, reward, and
motivational incentives; (c) personal satisfaction, challenge, and enrichment; (d)
preparation for career advancement; and (e) increased probability for the survival of the
plant.

Need to Systematically Address Productivity Improvement

Salaried interviewees cited the need for greater productivity, improved quality, cost
cutting, and stronger union-management cooperation as their most important concerns for
the plant.
Hourly interviewees cited the need for improved quality, greater employee
involvement and commitment at all levels of the organization, more effective plant-floor
supervision/operations management, and stronger union-management cooperation.
The similarities of needs expressed by salaried and hourly respondents were
striking. Yet salaried personnel tended to portray the half-filled glass of water: They saw
the plant’s problems (and all those of GM) as soluble, with some positive change already
in progress and more just over the horizon.
Hourly personnel were less optimistic: They attributed the half-empty glass to
deeply-embedded systems inefficiencies that ranged from outmoded equipment and
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processes to ineptitude, injustices, and mismanagement high up in the corporation. By
and large they remained skeptical that any significant change would or could remedy the
present situation. Paradoxically, however, their jobs would remain secure, their plant
would never be closed: "It can’t happen here" and "It won’t happen to me" were their
steadfast sentiments. Foreign competition and GM’s shrinking market share were
simultaneously viewed as (a) deceptions perpetrated to win concessions at the collective
bargaining table, and (b) problems created exclusively by plant and corporate-level
management who should therefore not expect workers to assist in solving those problems,
especially when cut-backs in production jobs, overtime work, and fringe benefits (along
with plant closings) were among the first savings measures being implemented across the
corporation.
Nevertheless, salaried and hourly respondents agreed that foreign and domestic
competition could only be met through increased productivity, with "productivity" being
defined as higher quality and volume of auto production at lower per unit cost. But at
both the theoretical and practical levels, the how’s of bringing all this about remained
elusive and without an effective forum for aggressive action.
Problem-solving tools, in general, were found to be inadequate. Among the
deficiencies often bemoaned during the salaried personnel interviews, and personally
observed by us over the course of the study, were a lack of (a) basic knowledge and
appropriate utilization of statistical process control (SPC) methods; (b) proficiency with
desktop computers and useful business software; (c) proficiency with CAD/CAM and
other computer-based manufacturing aids, such as simulation software, preventive
maintenance information systems, or inventory management systems; and (d) familiarity
with planning and evaluation methodologies that could have substantially improved data
collection, analysis, forecasting, and decision making.
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Need to Focus on Long-Term As Well As Short-Term Goals
As in any crisis environment, the exigencies of day-to-day operations detracted
from addressing systemic problems and long-term goals. Given the fact that the plant’s
overall performance was measured not just against foreign and domestic competitors but
also-and even more rigorously-against other GM assembly plants, the focus on short-term
gains was a dire necessity. With the company’s declining market share came the inevitable
reductions in production capacity through plant closures, temporary shutdowns, and
layoffs-meted out, at least in theory, to plants having the highest production costs and
lowest quality.13 Thus the plant’s very continuation depended upon certain hard-and-fast
outcomes, the kind measured daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly, annually.
The promises of longer-term improvements that are less easily measured-such as
the expected gains from investments in training and education, sophisticated technologies
(including SPC to monitor production processes), or redesign of the workplace (how work
is accomplished and the physical setting within which it takes place)-were generally
regarded as secondary to the need for immediate productivity improvements.14 Several
managers expressed the opinion that long-range projects were too costly and deflecting in
terms of employee time, energy, and direct expenditures; that the potential paybacks, even
if eventually realized, would come too late to save the plant; or that plant management
was responsible for day-to-day operations but long-range efforts were best left to
corporate-level planners. Commented one department head:

13In reality, other factors also figured into the equation, including the size,
geographical location, age, and condition of the facility and its equipment; the local and
state policy climate; the market for the particular makes and models produced at a plant;
the number of years remaining until the plant’s models were scheduled for phase-out and
the facility would need to be retooled; the extent of day-by-day union-management
cooperation and the status of the collective bargaining agreement currently in effect.
14This calls to mind the "Ready, fire, aim!" approach which many production
managers claimed was the plant’s modus onerandi.
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Long-range planning for us means maybe 3 months from now—at most, a
year down the road. How can we work on systemic problems or long-term
projects when it’s the weekly, monthly, quarterly, and annual figures that
determine whether we’ll even be open next year?...We just don’t have the
time or resources for costly, complex solutions-even if they might
ultimately prove to be the right ones....We’re out straight already. Many of
us [managers] are working 12- to 13-hour days as is. We just can’t do any
more than we’re doing. Yet, if we don’t, this plant is dead. It’s a real
"Catch 22."

Programmatic Findings
Although interviewees’ perspectives differed within the hourly and salaried ranks,
there was consensus that educational programs should be instituted to help address the
above-described organizational weaknesses. By and large, however, interviewees had
talked around the kinds of programs that could be helpful. That is, they had pointed out
major glitches in the overall climate and functioning of the plant, and they had described
some of their own and others’ performance and skill deficiencies, but they had been
unable to articulate their needs in terms of specific programs or learning content.
Nevertheless, they did respond knowledgeably to our "program translations"--the specific
program options we suggested might be appropriate in addressing the particular personal
and organizational shortcomings they themselves had reported. We also discussed with
them possible course content, delivery methods, and other planning issues.15
The HRD questionnaire survey, described in Chapter II, collected quantifiable
information to assist with the planning, prioritizing, and scheduling of programs that would
be offered under the subsequent partnership agreement. The questionnaire also provided
a convenient mechanism for testing the representativeness (though non-statistically
representative, to be sure) of our interview samples and the validity of some of the
interview data, especially that which we had translated into program options.

15For a description of interviewing methods, see Chapter
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n.

HRD Questionnaire Results
Results of the HRD questionnaire are shown in Table 5. The survey instrument
covered the gamut of suggestions/options elicited from personnel interviews across the
organization and reflected state-of-the-art HRD offerings at innovative companies.
Only 662 employees responded to the survey. As few as 26 percent of salaried
personnel, 14 percent of hourly workers, or 15 percent of all plant personnel returned
their completed questionnaires.16 Of these respondents, 82 percent were hourly
employees (approximating the 89 percent hourly worker composition of the plant’s total
population).
Given the poor response rate,17 it was important to establish the credibility of
those who responded. Just how biased a sample had the questionnaire yielded? Why had
so many people failed to complete it? Were respondents discriminating "pre-consumers"
of proffered programs?
We had ample opportunity to explore these questions, both with those who had
completed and returned the questionnaire and those who had not. The hourly interviews
were still in progress, and the questionnaire provoked lively discussion in the remaining
group sessions. Quality council members were also questioned, as were numerous other
hourly and salaried personnel with whom we had previous contact.
What we learned from these "debriefings" was that general apathy, low motivation
for learning, or reluctance to become socially involved with fellow employees were not
among the reasons for the poor response rate. Rather, three factors were raised
repeatedly:

16These return rates are approximations based on a total plant workforce of 4,300 at
the time the data were analyzed. Actual plant employment fluctuated on a daily basis.
17Numerous attempts were made to increase the final return rate, including the
insertion of reminder notices in the plant newsletter and the encouragement of quality
council members and department managers to remind employees.
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Table 5. HRD Questionnaire Results

Number of
Respondents

Program

%of
Respondents
(N = 662)

EDUCATIONAL OPTIONS:
Academic/career counseling
GED (high school equivalency)
Associate’s degree
Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree
College-level (credit) courses:
Engineering
Business
Computers
Education
Foreign languages (incl. ESL)
Accounting
Psychology
Math/statistics
Other

96
72
142
140
101

14.5
10.9
21.5
21.1
15.3

150
194
305
62
93
116
108
118
50

22.7
29.3
46.1
9.4
14.0
17.5
16.3
17.8
7.6

Chose EDUCATIONAL OPTIONS2

520

78.5

Seminars on plant issues
Interpersonal communications
Problem-solving methods
Positive self-image
Public speaking
Writing skills
Speed reading
Factory/office-of-the-future
Quality control methods (SPC)
Hands-on computer courses
Pre-retirement seminars
Other

195
134
207
156
145
133
194
144
204
435
112
28

29.5
20.2
31.3
23.6
21.9
20.1
29.3
21.8
30.8
65.7
16.9
4.2

Chose SEMINARS/WORKSHOPS2

575

86.9

SEMINARS/WORKSHOPS:

(Continued, next page)
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Table 5 (Continued)

Number of
Respondents

Program

%of
Respondents
(N = 662)

FITNESS PROGRAMS:
Stop smoking program
Stress management seminars
Aerobics/exercise classes
Weight-lifting programs
CPR/first-aid courses
Weight control program
AA chapter
Professional counseling:
Individual
Family
Group
Singles/parents support
Other

158
217
238
207
290
197
45

23.9
32.8
36.0
31.3
43.8
29.8
6.8

77
68
46
48
24

11.6
10.3
6.9
7.3
3.6

Chose FITNESS PROGRAMS8

561

84.7

Team sports:
Baseball
Softball
Basketball
Golf
Tennis
Volleyball
Vacation/travel club
Film/theater club
Arts, crafts, or music
Gourmet & ethnic cooking
Community involvement
Home repairs instruction
Auto & cycle maintenance
Gardening club
Other

88
197
113
94
79
148
298
118
107
128
54
239
250
122
57

13.3
29.8
17.1
14.2
11.9
22.4
45.0
17.8
16.2
19.3
8.2
36.1
37.8
18.4
8.6

Chose LEISURE-TIME ACTIVITIES8

573

86.6

1

LEISURE-TIME ACTIVITIES:

j

|

8"Chose" figures represent grouped variables, with no individual being counted more
than once. For example, 520 (78.5 percent) of the 662 questionnaire respondents
selected one or more of the programs listed under Educational Options.
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1. Disbelief that anything would come of the questionnaire’s results. This was
the predominant response of salaried employees questioned about the low return rate.
2. Suspicion that "there may be more to it than meets the eye." Many hourly
workers questioned us about a hidden agenda—about what it was that management
hoped to gain from such programs, and what these programs might cost them at the
bargaining table when negotiations for the next labor contract would get underway. Still
others worried that we knew something they didn’t: Did we know of impending layoffs
or plans for closing the plant? Was this merely a retraining and outplacement initiative
in disguise? And why, out of all possible companies in Massachusetts, was the university
interested in GM Framingham?
3. Unwillingness to make what might be construed as a vote in support of
management. A small number of hourly workers argued that despite any personal gains
they might realize by participating in such programs, their many years at the plant had
taught them that management always gained the most. Therefore, until they could
become convinced that workers had at least as much to gain from the programs as
management, they would stick to their "principles" and resist any active effort to upgrade
their skills or to make the workplace more bearable.
The importance of quickly turning our words into action--of ceasing to collect
data and moving on to the design and implementation of programs and services-was
readily apparent. Although the return rate of the survey instrument was low,19 the
questionnaire had provoked considerable controversy and favorable attention, and it had
sufficiently documented support from the rank and file for a comprehensive HRD effort.

19Plant engineering invited me to a weekly (salaried staff) department meeting to
discuss the questionnaire’s preliminary results. They argued that the return rate was
good, higher than they would have anticipated given the climate at the plant.
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As for the credibility of those who responded, analysis of the questionnaire data,
in combination with the post-survey debriefings we undertook (described above), showed
that a credible cross-section of plant personnel had responded. The credibility criteria
we sought were as follows: that (a) respondents understood the program options listed
on the instrument; (b) they did not choose too many options (no range was pre¬
determined, however); (c) their choices were distributed across the four program
categories; (d) programs not listed on the questionnaire were suggested by some of the
respondents; (e) there was good representation across shifts and departments (again, no
optimal level was predetermined); and (f) among the respondents were names of
individuals who served in official or unofficial leadership roles within each department.
By informally discussing the questionnaire with numerous respondents, we were
assured that the instrument had been well understood. Representation across
departments, from the perspective of each department’s size and function, was
appropriate, and representation across shifts was approximately as had been expected
(47.7 percent of all respondents were first shift employees, 50.0 percent second shift, and
the remaining 2.3 percent from the third shift).20 Moreover, because respondents’
names were on the returned questionnaires, it was possible to scan the raw data printout
and ascertain that key personnel across the organization were, in fact, well represented:
Because of their personal influence and/or work roles, their participation in future
programs would most probably also influence others to attend.
One critical measure of pre-consumer credibility was how selective respondents
would be in choosing programs: Would they make an unreasonable number of

^We expected the response rate to be highest for second shift workers, who were
somewhat younger, had less work seniority, and were described (by everyone at the
plant) as being "more lively" than their daytime counterparts. High second shift worker
response, however, was offset by heavier first shift salaried responses, since many more
of them worked days. Third shift consisted of but a small maintenance crew and security
personnel.
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selections? Would they choose programs across the four major programming categories?
The frequency of respondents’ selections, distributed across the four categories, is shown
in Table 6. This relieved any doubts about the seriousness of respondents’ intentions:
Of the 662 respondents, three-fourths selected fewer than five programs in any one
category. The numerous additional program suggestions and respondents’ enthusiastic
comments included on the returned questionnaires similarly confirmed their
understanding of the options that had been listed and the care with which they might
selectively allocate their time and energies.21

Translating Findings Into Programs: The Partnership Accord
In May 1986 a 3-year partnership accord was signed between General Motors
Framingham and the University of Massachusetts for the comprehensive provision of
human resource development programs and services.22 Although the initial agreement
was limited to programs and services for salaried personnel (since the hourly worker
portion of the study had not yet been completed), the contract was later expanded and
modified to include the hourly workforce.
The partnership accord established a task force with responsibility for prioritizing,
scheduling, and generally overseeing all activities and services provided under the
agreement and for coordinating any other HRD-related activities in the plant.23 The
production manager was appointed to head the task force; the other members included
three supervisor-level managers whose routine plant duties related to the provision of

21Most frequently added was an onsite daycare program. At the time of drafting the
questionnaire, however, only a few such requests had emerged from the interviews.
22The Institute for Governmental Services was the contracting unit of the university.
^Some skilled trades training was already underway, employing outside technical
training contractors.
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Table 6. Number of Programs Selected by HRD Questionnaire Respondents
Number
of
Programs
Selected

Number of Respondents (by Program Category)
Educational
Options

Seminars/
Workshops

Fitness
Programs

Leisure-Time
Activities

O3

142

87

101

89

lb

134

119

142

117

2b

103

109

158

116

3b

89

101

120

84

4b

71

80

62

87

5

38

58

22

52

6

33

32

23

48

7

15

24

12

20

8

11

21

3

21

9

11

10

5

12

10

4

14

7

7

11

2

5

6

3

12

4

2

1

3

13

4

n/a

n/a

2

14

1

n/a

n/a

1

N = 662

662

662

662

Respondents selecting no programs:

Educational Options
Seminars/Workshops
Fitness Programs
Leisure-Time Activities

21.5%
13.1
15.3
13.4

^Respondents selecting 1-4 programs:

Educational Options
Seminars/Workshops
Fitness Programs
Leisure-Time Activities

59.9%
61.8
72.8
61.1

69

training, and two university representatives.24 Plant space for university staff offices
were soon thereafter allocated and equipped.25
A unique feature of the partnership accord was its broad description of services
that were to be considered by the task force for delivery over the 3-year term of the
agreement. Free to be proactive in planning and yet responsive to ever-changing
conditions at the plant, the task force would function within the following scope of
work:26
1. The design, delivery, and evaluation of training programs, including but not
limited to programs in~

■ Interpersonal communication skills, including giving and receiving
feedback, listening, motivating others, teamwork, peer counseling,
mentoring, and gender and cultural sensitivity.
■ Supervisory and leadership training, including management by
objectives, situational leadership, decision making, problem solving,
performance evaluation, stress reduction, and time management.

^With the signing of the partnership accord, Arthur Eve (assisted on campus by
Eugene B. Piedmonte, then Associate Dean of the Graduate School) assumed
responsibility for the direction and implementation of the HRD project, while I
continued the hourly portion of the study and facilitated linkage of campus faculty with
the technical needs we had identified at the plant. Dr. Eve and his appointed project
manager therefore represented the university on the HRD task force.
^By fall 1986, when the hourly worker part of this study was finally completed, some
6 full-time UMass/IGS staff constituted the project’s administrative unit, all housed
within the plant. Their efforts were supplemented by the part-time presence of 7 faculty
and 4 graduate students who provided research, consulting, and planning assistance for
various aspects of the HRD project. In addition, numerous campus-based IGS staff
members provided behind-the-scenes administrative support. Aside from these
individuals, college/university faculty from neighboring sister institutions and other
experienced trainers were brought in to deliver classroom programs.
26What follows is not a verbatim rendition of the contract’s provisions.
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■ Non-technical aspects of manufacturing automation, including an
overview of robotics, CAD/CAM, computer integrated manufacturing,
flexible manufacturing systems, and artificial intelligence.

■ Computer applications relevant to departmental or individual needs.

■ Industry-specific issues relevant to the plant, including foreign and
domestic competition, promising R & D efforts, market and labor
forecasts, and trends/strategies for the future.

■ Planning and evaluation techniques, including statistical process
control, cost/benefits analysis, industrial and operations research methods,
project/program evaluation, and the use of graphics and computer
simulation.

■ Business economics and finance, including general and corporatespecific accounting practices, investments, financial planning, and
economic forecasting.

2. The identification, delivery, and/or monitoring of educational programs,
including but not limited to—

■ GED (high school equivalency) instruction.

■ ESL (English-as-a-second-language) and adult literacy instruction.

■ Adult part-time degree programs in liberal arts and technical
disciplines, at the associate, bachelor, and master’s level, with credit for
life experience.
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■ Undergraduate and MBA-level management courses, including
organizational behavior, human resource management, labor relations,
marketing, production and operations management, and business policy.

■ Continuing professional education for employees with engineering or
computer science backgrounds.

3. The provision of certain educational and administrative services essential to
the success of the partnership, including—

■ Pedagogical leadership in the areas of adult learning theory,
curriculum design, instructional methods, program evaluation, and training
of trainers.

■ Academic and career counseling services to employees.

■ Academic advising and assistance to employees enrolled in degree
programs at UMASS and various other institutions of higher education.

■ Competent, low-cost personnel to administer the activities of this
partnership and to fill existing gaps in plant expertise.

■ The linkage of campus-based technical expertise with appropriate plant
personnel. Linkage might include faculty/employee exchanges,
cooperative education student placements, or ongoing consulting
relationships in areas such as robotics, CAD/CAM/CAE, quality control,
ergonomics, polymer science, environmental engineering, or new product
R&D.
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■ The monitoring of vendor-based technical training.

■ Assistance in seeking outside sources of funding for innovative
teaching, research, and services.

4. The collaborative pursuit of plant-based research in human resource
management/development aimed at productivity improvement, including—

■ Evaluation research that examines the immediate and long-term impact
of human resource development activities and expenditures.

■ Long-range planning for human resource development at the plant,
including the design of a computer-based HRD information system,
personalized skills assessment tools, and an improved reward/recognition
system tied to learning and performance.

■ Research exploring basic human issues common to the modern
workplace, such as motivation, attitudes and behaviors, absenteeism,
substance abuse, employee involvement, organizational climate, and
experiential learning.

■ Research, design, and piloting of team building and employee
involvement programs that simultaneously develop technical skills.

■ Research and planning assistance for wellness and leisure-time
programs and for other employee involvement/quality of worklife services.

■ Research and consulting services, on an as-requested basis, to plant
committees, departments, and staff.
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Payment for services rendered under the agreement was to be on a cost
reimbursement basis, with indirect costs (university overhead charges) computed at the
standard rate for off-campus projects set by its board of trustees. The contract also
contained a termination clause, with a 90-day notification requirement, allowing either
party to discontinue the partnership for any reason whatsoever.
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CHAPTER IV
CONCLUSION: PARTNERSHIPS AND U.S. COMPETITIVENESS

Campus Outreach: Lessons Learned
What was learned about partnership building from the study described in
Chapters III and IV? In my own professional judgment, what did we learn that would be
of value to other institutions of higher education and industries who are considering or
beginning to implement collaborative ventures in human resource development? And,
ultimately, what are the benefits of such partnerships? These and other process
questions are addressed in this chapter.

The Research Process Reexamined
In an attempt to more fully capture what actually happened in the conduct of
this case study, let us first reexamine methods and products with more attention to the
research process itself, for it is process-the central role played by those thoughts, deeds,
and interpretations of researchers that stem from their interactions with the human
subjects and environment being investigated—that so distinguishes naturalistic inquiry.
Indeed, this study was shaped by our relentless concern with process-with how
things were or were not developing, ought to have been done but might not have been.
Throughout the study we passionately debated the innumerable judgment calls that
typically drive action research in organizations. Our dialectics followed a script that
ought to sound familiar to every responsible consultant or technical assistance contractor:
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■ Soul-searching: Are we presenting ourselves as credible university
representatives, exhibiting not only first-rate scholarly and technical competencies
but also political savvy, managerial acumen, and sympathetic personalities? Do
we understand the plant’s business sufficiently to make a valuable research
contribution with worthwhile recommendations that could realistically be
implemented?

■ Defining our role as researchers: Should we view ourselves strictly as
researchers in this study, or is there a need to develop consensus and
commitment to action in advance of or alongside data collection? Are we willing
to sacrifice immediate research goals to maximize our chances for eventual
partnership implementation?

■ Assessing the underlying motivations and commitment of the client
organization to the research: Are we certain of top management’s actual
motivations for this study and convinced of their sincere commitment to it? How
can we best develop or reinforce positive motives, steer clear of inappropriate
hidden agendas, and sustain a strong level of commitment by those who will
eventually decide on implementation?

■ Interacting with multiple hierarchical levels, interest groups, and
constituencies: Who is the primary client? How do we establish good rapport
with all parties and yet maintain neutrality in power struggles within and among
the various groups? What communication mechanisms will best ensure their
cooperation at the actual implementation stage?
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■ Assuring methodological integrity: Are we willing to share control over design
and methods, and probably also compromise some of the research rigor, in return
for client commitment? Are we willing to assume a problems-centered, rather
than theory-based, focus so that the research is more aligned with the
organization’s needs? Given client involvement in the study and other influences
and constraints on design and methods, how can we assure the validity and
reliability of findings?

■ Reporting: Who, what, when, where, why, and how? How should the lag
between initiation of research and feedback of results be bridged so as to keep
the various constituencies involved and committed? How will issues of
confidentiality, proprietary rights of the client, and our own intellectual property
rights to the research be handled?

■ Detecting and responding to shifting circumstances: Are there signals that
obstacles to implementation may be developing? What methods and strategies
might be used to either rectify or circumvent those problems? Should we simply
prepare to cut our losses? How do we prevent this research from becoming
obsolete before it has been completed? Or from being locked away in a file
cabinet instead of being implemented?

■ Managing others’ expectations for the research: How can we build
expectations high enough to gain and maintain interest, and at the same time
keep them low enough to be realistic? To what extent can or should we begin to
prepare for the anticipated partnership outcomes of our study? Are we
responsible for what ensues at the conclusion of this study, i.e., whether the plant
decides on implementation and the subsequent performance of any partnership?

77

■ Balancing research and partnership-building: Are we primarily engaged in
applied social science research and industrial consulting, or is this study more
concerned with academic marketing and university external affairs goals? What
are the caveats concerning the mixing of industrial research and institutional
marketing? What if the best interests of the client are inconsistent with those of
the university? Will the university be able to deliver all that is being promised,
and what do we need to do to help make certain that it does so?

Over the course of our study, these and other issues and questions were grappled
with on an almost daily basis.1 Indeed, the 2-hour turnpike route between plant and
campus (each way) allowed ample time to plan, debrief, ponder, weigh, reframe, and
otherwise process all that was afoot in the study.2
That the approach to organizational inquiry and partnership building depicted in
this case study has its methodological limitations is true. First, it requires finding an
industrial partner who understands the importance of providing the researchers total
access to the organization.3 Second, the researchers must be willing to invest far

XI have adapted this set of issues/questions from Hakel, Sorcher, Beer, & Moses
(1982, pp. 132-133).
2This reflective time for planning and debriefing enabled Arthur Eve and I to work
in close concert, even though we most often went our separate ways once we arrived at
the plant, each with the day’s list of tasks to accomplish. This kind of close research
relationship, of course, is rare, as is the extensive opportunity for such research-in¬
progress analyses. In retrospect, it seems entirely fitting that so much of the planning
and first-level analyses pertaining to GM Framingham transpired inside a GM
automobile each day! (The UMASS vehicle was not assembled at Framingham,
however.)
3This is not to say that such unlimited access will be granted unhesitatingly; it will
need to be adequately justified. For example, top management at GM Framingham had
initially expected a paper-and-pencil questionnaire survey would suffice for the needs
assessment; such surveys had, upon occasion, been conducted for various purposes in the
past. When we quickly pointed out that self-report information about one’s learning
needs and workplace limitations tends to be unreliable and inadequate, they immediately
agreed that this is indeed the case and granted us unrestricted access (more or less).
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greater amounts of time to the client study than is generally necessary in more
conventional needs assessment methods, since building interest and support for the
partnership must be accomplished across and up and down the organization.* * * 4
And third, waiting there at the vortex of field research, needs assessment,
program development, and partnership building is the danger of conflict of interest Our
wearing of "multiple hats" actually posed fewer problems than I had initially anticipated,
not only because we were extremely circumspect about appearing to be "selling" the
university but also because the research and learning processes were so dynamic that the
drive to know more, ask additional questions, interview just a few more employees,
attend still a couple more meetings, etc., tended to help defer our translation of plant
learning into program suggestions.5 In other words, organizational inquiry really drove

That they became "believers" in this approach to needs assessment was evidenced a short
time after our study began when a mandatory task analysis (or activities value analysis, as
it was called) was conducted by a contractor sent in by the corporation. That analysis
sought to articulate what it is that each salaried employee, each work unit, and each
department actually does; the data were then used to redefine responsibilities in such a
way as to reduce the total number of staff at the plant. We heard our very argument,
the one that gained us plantwide access, now echoing across the managerial ranks: All
levels of managers complained to us that what the corporate study was failing to consider
was what employees need to know in order to carry out the tasks/activities, and that
cutback decisions would therefore not be judiciously made, since the researchers had no
understanding of the prerequisite knowledge and skills, not to mention the unique
talents, each of them brought to the job.
4Per diem consultants would surely find this too costly an exercise, unless there was
more certainty at the outset that the research would result in a long-term, well-funded
contractual relationship that would thereby make up for uncompensated earlier research
and development.
5This is especially true in my case, since the research responsibilities were primarily
mine. I thus focused on identifying the problems and helping devise appropriate
programmatic responses, leaving Arthur Eve to figuring out how to deliver any needed
programs (though this division of labor was not quite as clearly delineated as I have here
described it). Because this was a role similar to what the Institute for Governmental
Services routinely did for clients, we had few concerns that the actual design and delivery
of programs would pose any serious problem. The major challenge, then, for both of us
was, in essence, to "get it right"—to come to understand the plant’s needs sufficiently to
enable us to recommend the proper breadth, depth, and content of programs and
services and to help the plant prioritize its most urgent HRD needs.
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the project; program recommendations emerged naturally from the data. There was no
hidden agenda, no preconstructed draft curriculum, no set of programs waiting for a new
market, no training staff lined up and waiting for a phone call.

Partnership Building? Making It Happen
For institutions of higher education, the organizational inquiry approach to
partnership building-and indeed the resulting model of comprehensive HRD
partnership—described in this case study reflects a new twist on entrepreneurship beyond
campus. This is not an outreach approach that should be undertaken blindly. To
successfully build comprehensive linkages like this with industry requires, among other
things, lots of resources (mostly human), content expertise or the ability to acquire it
fast, research skill and intuition, hard work and perseverance, openmindedness and
curiosity, thick skin and political savvy. Comprehensive partnerships6 are simply not
consistent with the institutional mission, structural capacities, or staffing capabilities of
many colleges and universities, as the following discussion of what I learned about the
partnership building process at GM Framingham should make clear.7
Institutional Fit. There needs to be a certain sense of logical fit between the
partner institutions. For example, the industrial partner’s challenges (i.e., weaknesses,
problem-focus, or desired direction) need to correspond to at least some of the

6Let me emphasize that here I am referring to comprehensive relationships that
entail a wide range of training and education programs, other HRD-related services, as
well as technical assistance and R & D involvement with the client company’s product(s),
processes, and overall operations.
7The following paragraphs summarize what I believe are the major "process
conditions" or insights into the foundations of successful partnership building that came
out of the UMASS-GM experience. Please note that these reflect my personal
interpretation and are not necessarily those of Arthur Eve or others from the university
who contributed to the project. They are also written from a campus perspective, since
that was my vantage point at the time.
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educational partner’s recognized strengths. Each has to understand and respect the
other’s "product," mission, and partnership expectations. Because it is initially difficult to
ascertain whether a company’s philosophy of doing business is genuinely compatible with
campus perspectives,8 a termination clause makes more business sense than any long¬
term commitments that later turn sour.9 The UMASS-GM agreement, for example,
carried a 90-day notification stipulation whereby either party could discontinue the
partnership for any reason whatsoever. Despite changes in top plant management and
declining morale as the plant’s end seemed imminent, the contract was not terminated
until some 2.5 years of the 3-year term had transpired. Once the corporation’s decision
to close the plant was announced, the plant made a lump-sum payment to buy out the
UMASS contract, whereupon the university invested the funds in phase-out activities for
partnership programs then currently in progress (i.e., in finishing semester-long courses,
concluding training programs, and referring/transferring plant personnel to other higher
education programs near their hometowns). With the shutdown, state agency emergency
funds (U.S. Department of Labor monies administered by the state for job dislocation
and retraining), together with in-kind and other contributions by GM corporate
headquarters, enabled UMASS to extend its services to include outplacement and related
assistance.
Leadership and Politics. Project leadership, both for the organizational
inquiry/needs assessment/partnership building effort and the subsequent comprehensive

8This is not to imply that corporate management fails to "walk the talk" any more
than is the case in higher education circles. Discrepancies between articulated principles
and everyday reality are well documented in all the management and organization
literature. (See, e.g., Etzioni, 1975; Harris, 1985; Kanter, 1977; Kanter & Stein, 1979;
Lawrence & Seiler, 1965; Trist, 1981; Weick, 1979.)
9This also provides a measure of security and flexibility for the industrial partner,
leaving its options open in the event of unanticipated business downturns or some other
sudden need to change company priorities--or should the campus partner fail to
satisfactorily deliver quality programming.
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partnership, is most feasibly accomplished by a semi-autonomous campus-based institute
or center. This means that the demands of teaching schedules, student advising, and
faculty committee work will not interfere with off-campus activities and the need to
establish and maintain a visible research and development presence at the client location.
Corporate timelines are typically inconsistent with academic year calendars, and even
though not all partnership-building situations are necessarily as fast-paced as the one
described herein, the scheduling conflicts between academic matters and client
obligations will almost always be problematic unless top project staff are essentially non¬
teaching personnel (or perhaps teaching only a course or so at a time) and have but
minimal academic department administrative roles or can otherwise be freed up to serve
in a key partnership capacity (as was Dean Piedmonte).
The Institute for Governmental Services was ideally suited for its project
leadership role because of its semi-autonomous status. Responsible for all daily
operations, projects, and staffing at IGS, Arthur Eve routinely taught but one graduatelevel course per semester. Moreover, on the university system’s organization chart, IGS
was a unit of the president’s office located in Boston, which assured ready access to
more than just the resources of the Amherst campus and helped remove the project
from some of the on-campus politics.
Campus politics, of course, do play a role in comprehensive university-industry
partnerships. The inevitable turf struggles between schools and departments that each
assume are the "rightful" home for such a project or that it has a "corner on the market"
when it comes to relevant expertise must all be judiciously held in check, hopefully even
neutralized. Somehow, out of all these factions must be built an on-campus multi¬
disciplinary team whose members agree to work collaboratively for the common good of
the institution and the client. To no small extent, the UMASS-GM partnership was
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launched and successfully delivered due to the behind-the-scenes efforts of the associate
dean of the graduate school, the late Gene Piedmonte, who was willing (and personally
well suited) to take on the political challenges. Aiding his efforts at shaping an oncampus team were roundtable discussions held monthly (or more or less often,
depending on faculty interest and progress with the project) to keep campus stakeholders
abreast of the project, obtain their input and feedback, and make certain that everyone
understood that there was but one point of access to this client-namely, through the
graduate school associate dean, and through him, IGS.
Another strategy for keeping the politics manageable included bringing two or
three faculty at a time for pre-arranged visits to the plant. The scheduled visits typically
began with a plant tour conducted by two or more quality council members, often with a
union representative as well, followed by meetings with various levels of managers
(including top plant management), each of whom we had previously briefed concerning
the specific interests of the visiting delegation. We then obtained feedback after the
visit from the faculty members as well as from the plant personnel they had spent time
with. In this way we were able to (a) give plant decisionmakers and others across the
organization a "taste" of what the university’s strengths and interests might be able to do
for GM Framingham; (b) maintain on-campus interest and enthusiasm among faculty but
at the same time satisfy their curiosity sufficiently to win us further time to "make it
happen," i.e., to finish our study and secure the comprehensive agreement; and (c) obtain
solid clues about which faculty members would be best to utilize initially in delivering inplant programs and services.
Still another mechanism for keeping campus politics in check entailed routine
briefings between Arthur Eve, Gene Piedmonte, and key university administrators,
including the system president, Amherst chancellor, provost, and deans of the various
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schools. Nearly all of them indicated a willingness to lend whatever support necessary to
make the project a campus-wide success. A formal visit to the Amherst campus by the
plant manager, production manager, and a few other managers from the plant (including
those from the human resource department who would most directly assist with day-today partnership management), at which event top UMASS administrators and deans also
participated, was followed by a visit to the plant by many of these same key university
officials. These well-received events, periodically followed up by the personal briefings,
were instrumental in sustaining cross-campus support and participation.
Leadership at the plant level was no less a critical factor in conducting this study
and building the partnership. The politics of partnership building within the GM
Framingham environment were tough: Knowing who to trust, who was telling "the party
line" rather than the whole truth, who truly held power and influence, and whose
support might have been counterproductive added a whole new dimension to my
understanding of political gamesmanship.10 It is therefore inconceivable that the broad
organizational study reported in this dissertation (let alone the subsequent
comprehensive HRD partnership) could have been carried out without the full support
of the plant manager and his chief deputy, the production manager.
Kindred spirits with our own perspectives on effective management practices and
convinced of the validity of our purposes and approach to assessing the plant’s human

10Familiar (though hardly sanguine) with campus politics and behaviors, I sometimes
found myself feeling like a fish out of water when it came to deceptive and manipulative
behaviors in this non-academic setting. Just when I would begin to suspect that within
this organization people were no longer capable of honesty and directness, along would
come a few days of interviews, observations, and numerical data to confirm that the
varied perceptions were not necessarily purposeful deceptions (of self and/or us). Often
we would go back and repeat interview questions or probe in new directions with the
very informants we had doubted. Always careful to "keep the air clear," we nevertheless
had little choice but to work with a few individuals (mostly managers) whom we regarded
with some skepticism. In this respect, political reality is the same in any organization,
but I still compare plant politics to roulette, as opposed to its elevated status as a highlydeveloped intuitive art on campus.
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resource development needs, these two plant leaders steadfastly served as the catalysts
and in-house champions of our presence. They set the tone, passed the word to all the
lower echelons to cooperate with the purposes of the study, and frequently sought
informal debriefings of what we were finding. In this sense, they were major
contributors to this study, helping shape not only how we saw the plant but also
suggesting new lines of inquiry, facilitating access to personnel and scheduling of
interviews, making certain we knew of important meetings that would be worthwhile to
attend, and generally "keeping our noses pointed in the right direction."
The plant manager also made certain we understood that what came out of this
study—i.e., the hoped-for comprehensive HRD partnership-was our own problem, that if
it truly were in the best interests of the plant, it was up to us to build support across all
plant constituencies, including top management and the union. The final decision to
establish a partnership or set in motion some other kind of "treatment" based on our
findings would be a collective decision, not just his own.11 Politically, he attempted to
shield us from departmental turf issues and labor-management squabbles. While our
work was to be "managed" by the human resource department, the plant manager
emphasized that this study was plantwide and that any eventual investment in a
partnership would result in a plantwide HRD agenda, not one planned and implemented
solely by that service department. Indeed, even before the partnership agreement was
ready for signing, a plantwide task force was appointed to direct all HRD efforts in the
plant, including the partnership, and the production manager was named as its head.
Trying to steer clear of organizational politics, we worked to maintain cordial and
task-focused relations with every department and all key decisionmakers. Part of this
effort entailed my making almost-weekly "grand rounds," touching base with department

nWe liked his approach and viewed it as indicative of his personal commitment not
only to HRD but also to participatory management and organizational change.
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heads to let them know of our progress, learning how they and their own work agendas
were doing, and generally making certain there would be few surprises when the time
came for our formal presentation of findings to the top management group.12
When it came time to secure access to the hourly workforce and the shop
committee was reluctant to cooperate, rather than allow plant management to intercede
on our behalf, we devised alternative routes to highly knowledgeable groups of hourly
workers (primarily via the quality councils and production line trainers). After cautiously
testing out our strategy with the two union representatives assigned to the quality
councils, we successfully circumvented one obvious political hurdle by offering a face¬
saving way out for the shop committee: While they would not exactly be seen as overtly
cooperating with what they perceived to be a management study, they would also not
stand in our way. And they too would receive feedback about our findings, thanks to
our good relations with the two quality council committeemen, whom we unhesitatingly
invited to attend all the group interviews with quality councils and trainers.13
Talented Multidisciplinary Staffing. Already mentioned was the importance of
securing project leaders who are well positioned within campus, free of heavy teaching
and other academic-year pressures, and whose regular responsibilities are consistent with

12This "no surprises" rule was a basic operating tenet of IGS services to client
agencies. We had long learned the value of having decisionmakers "on board" before the
meeting took place, of allowing them private time for absorbing complex details and
asking difficult questions. This also provided us an opportunity to resolve any of their
reservations in advance, and to better prepare for the formal group presentations.
13See Chapter Hi’s account of the hourly personnel interviews. It should also be
pointed out that we never encountered direct refusal to cooperate, either from union
representatives or anyone else in the plant. Rather, the shop committee’s failure to
respond at all-issuing neither a yea nor nay—was the usual signal to us of their
reluctance. While this behavior was surely manipulative and politically motivated, we
nevertheless were relieved that it was nonconfrontational in nature. I want to commend
the straightforwardness, valuable insights, and friendly assistance we obtained throughout
the year-long study from the two shop committeemen assigned to the quality councils.
Undoubtedly their behind-the-scenes reports of our work helped neutralize the
committee’s general distrust of outsiders.
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the demands of partnership building. It is also important that campus talent be gathered
from across the disciplines.14 Since this project was breaking new ground at the
university, it was decided that most faculty would be selected from the senior ranks and,
at least initially, be individuals known for their collegiality and for their established track
records in providing research, teaching, or technical assistance to industry.
Beginning to identify relevant faculty, graduate students, and non-university
training personnel was gradually commenced during the first few months of the study,
though completely without firm commitment to anyone. As previously discussed,
strategies were implemented to begin building a multidisciplinary team, and careful
attention was paid to lining up the "right" kind of individuals. Given plant politics, we
hoped to find such personal characteristics as thick skin, appropriate demure, guarded
interactions, and an indefatigable sense of humor.15
Stakeholder Involvement. How to involve campus constituencies in partnership
development and to build a relatively cohesive multidisciplinary team on campus have
already been addressed. I also have already touched on how a task force from within the
GM Framingham plant was appointed across departments to plan and direct all HRD
efforts once the partnership was ready to go into effect.

14I believe it is also important that representation be across as broad a spectrum of
the campus community as possible, and not just come from the schools and departments
most directly relevant to the client company’s environment (in this case, the schools of
engineering, management, and education). The UMASS-GM partnership, for example,
benefited from involvement of faculty from the school of arts and science.
15In planning a comprehensive partnership, one of the difficulties that arises is how
to appropriately recognize and reward campus personnel for their contributions to the
university’s effort. The basic approach used in the UMASS-GM partnership was per
diem fees and/or summer stipends up to the maximum portion of their regular faculty
salary allowed by university regulations. At other universities active in partnerships with
industry, such as the University of Alabama (which we visited twice during the course of
this study), "research faculty" positions have been created, relieving regular faculty from
their teaching and other scholarly pursuits for a term of one or more years to undertake
key roles with industry. These field efforts are highly valued and financially rewarded,
for faculty who are successful in building continuing relationships with industry.
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One other important point to make about securing and maintaining substantive
involvement across departments and personnel levels within a client organization (and
indeed this holds true for working with others within any organization, including one’s
own) is the fact that partnerships require a willingness to work collaboratively-equally,
and sometimes even subordinately—with individuals who may not be as knowledgeable as
their titles or functions would seem to imply.
For example, a plant trainer in statistical process control (SPC) is presumed to
understand both how to do SPC and how to present it in a way that others can readily
absorb the techniques; similarly, those in charge of training are presumed to have had
formal training in curriculum design, adult learning theory, basic skills instruction, and
some content training in at least one area of training importance to the company. This
may or may not be the case, however.
Yet it is all too easy for us, as campus representatives, to enter the client
environment with too much expertise and too little sensitivity to those who have worked
there diligently for years and have not had the advantages of our advanced training. It is
the responsibility of the campus partner to take such shortcomings in stride and to either
carefully work around those individuals or (and this is by far the preferable course of
action) to informally begin to fill in the critical pieces of their training that will most
make a difference to the partnership collaboration.
The UMASS-GM partnership building stages made some of these too-muchexpertise/too-little-street-smarts issues come to life. Further sketching out the two
examples cited above, the SPC trainer we encountered may not have been able to
articulate all the statistical principles underlying SPC, but she was highly adept at plantfloor applications of SPC, could adequately teach the rudimentary technical steps to
others whose math skills were rusty, and was a comfortable person to approach, so that
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foremen and hourly workers were not intimidated if she had to be summoned and
repeatedly asked the same kinds of simple questions. Indeed, her explanations to hourly
workers (observed by me personally) were adequate, precise, and completely grounded in
plant operations, unlike the lengthy explications of SPC provided managers by two
outstanding UMASS engineers.16
As for GM in-plant training managers, that appeared to be a routine career
ladder with few prerequisites other than seniority; fortunately, the one individual we
most needed to deal with was also a conscientious, well-intended person.17 Since we
two campus researchers/project developers were highly skilled at research methods,
program design, and effective delivery methods for adult populations, it was only natural
that some level of anxiety and frustration occurred as the manager began to realize that
his bailiwick had not only been invaded by two outsiders but also would probably forever
be changed once the study was over and the partnership got underway. What formerly
had been a small domain all his own would soon be greatly expanded and managed not
by him but by an interdepartmental task force (of which he was a member). This was
painful and threatening, and may have led him to feel disenfranchised-that after more
than 20 years at this plant, he no longer had an important role to play in its future.
The training manager’s reaction, in part, came in the form of lengthy delays over
the content of the HRD questionnaire (see Chapter III), which, in the best interest of
saving time, I had drafted at home over a weekend for a Monday morning HRD task
force meeting. While the questionnaire was approved intact several weeks later, with

^Nevertheless, both engineers soon learned to avoid classroom lecturing modes and
to pepper their training with examples using in-plant data. Their wry senses of humor
and keen insights in reanalyzing plant data on product quality and absenteeism also
helped win them plenty of support and admiration.
17Other than some corporate-level seminars for trainers, however, he had not had
formal postgraduate educational experience, and we hastened to facilitate his enrollment
at a nearby college that offers extensive degree programs for executives.
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but trivial non-content related changes, the lesson was learned: Always keep the client’s
assigned in-house manager within your "inner circle." Make certain s/he has ample input
and feedback about your comings and goings and feels welcome to participate in
activities such as instrument design, even if it means slowing down the research agenda.
Also be ready to explain and/or "work out" (rather than "defend") research differences.
To restate this important point even more directly, client participation is not
always trouble-free, but it should be standard operating procedure for campus outreach
of this type. We should be there to assist through collaboration, to deliver with and not
to. Campus-industry partnerships should be extensions of our educational mission,
occasions to teach, coach, mentor, nurture, assist, and suggest, as well as opportunities to
experience and learn from various kinds of workplaces. This obligation of capacity
building-helping the client acquire the knowledge and skills necessary for dealing more
effectively with its own problems-requires that we encourage the participation of all
layers of managers and workers. Our instructional reliance on practices such as peer
teaching, faculty-student mentoring, and cooperative learning need to inform our
patterns of interaction with all layers of the client organization. If client
participation/involvement/collaboration demands extra work on our part, more patience
than we normally exhibit in classrooms on campus, and nonformal teaching methods
closely grounded in everyday reality, then so be it. Those are but the minor costs of the
remarkable learning environment industry in turn affords us as their partner.
Assessment of Outcomes. Establishing benchmarks or standards for successful
partnership performance can/should be done during the initial partnership-building and
early implementation stages and then be appended to the written contractual agreement.
This helps ensure both campus and industry partners that the planning, implementation,
and management of partnership activities will focus on goals, priorities, and measurable
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outcomes-in other words, that the partnership task force will steadfastly strive to deliver
that which the university researchers/developers claimed the partnership might do.18
Both formative evaluation (whose purpose is to provide valuable information that
allows for devising corrective strategies as the project moves alone) and summative
evaluation (which includes assessing the effectiveness of programs or the partnership as a
whole) are vital to (a) understanding and improving partnership weaknesses, (b)
identifying and further building on the partnership’s strengths, and (c) weighing the
effects or outcomes of the partnership from the perspective of costs and benefits.
Not only should pre-partnership planning address how performance under the
contractual agreement will be evaluated,19 but also evaluation should be an ongoing
partnership activity that informs planning, both within the partnership and in conjunction
with the two partners’ separate institutions. This means that a partnership of this scope
probably needs a full-time evaluation specialist working alongside other university and
industry personnel who can help collect and analyze relevant data. To assure that
evaluation data are used in planning and program implementation, and that planning and

18Written, clearly articulated and realistic expectations of performance are also
important in other ways, such as in providing a framework for partnership accountability
to final decisionmakers who have invested precious resources in bringing about the
partnership but whose business needs or other motivations may inappropriately cloud
their memories of just what goals and expectations the partnership was intended to meet
19I make this claim with the distinct advantages of hindsight: In forging new
territory, carving out a new model of university-industry collaboration, we simply had no
time (or extra resources) to establish performance criteria prior to partnership startup.
Once the hourly personnel component of the organizational study was completed, my
partnership responsibilities shifted to the linkage of campus expertise in providing
technical assistance at the plant, and then later to more esoteric pursuits (such as leading
an internal ventures project aimed at identifying strategic cost-cutting technologies and
new product opportunities). Around the end of the first partnership year, and shortly
after the transfer of the plant manager with whom we had built the partnership, I left
the project and UMASS/IGS employment altogether. Having no firsthand knowledge of
how partnership progress was evaluated and no access to the data that were collected,
my treatment of assessment in this section is a hypothetically constructed rather than
experientially tested discussion. Nevertheless, my "Here’s what I d do if I could do it all
over again" assessment guidelines stem directly from the UMASS-GM experience.
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implementation in turn guide ongoing evaluation activities, the evaluator should serve as
an ex officio member of the partnership task force.
Figure 20 lays out some of the wide-ranging issues and questions that need to be
addressed in evaluating a comprehensive HRD partnership like the UMASS-GM one.
As the list suggests, when it comes to this broad partnership model, an examination of its
partnership effectiveness requires far more than a financial cost/benefits analysis.
Yet, it is important to keep in perspective exactly what is being assessed. This
may seem like a truism, but in a business-industry partnership it is not so straightforward.
What the issues and questions in Figure 20 in essence examine is how the partnership
performs--i.e., how the joint university-industry task force, supported by all the resources
that have been mustered in both partners’ organizations to provide behind-the-scenes
input and assistance, has realized its mandate to plan and deliver effective HRD
programs and services aimed at improving the plant’s competitive position. What is not
assessed is the discrete contributions of the two partners to the endeavor. In other
words, it would be entirely possible that a partnership fall far short of initial expectations
for what an aggressive, strategically oriented HRD program could do for the client-not
because the quality of programs and services provided by the campus partner were
inferior but rather because the performance of the task force—which decides what types,
volume, and mix of programs and services will be delivered, sets the priorities for
programs, has a major role determining the length and content of programs, and then
monitors the operations of such partnership activities—is poor, perhaps as a result of
inappropriate appointments to that body, inadequate leadership and vision, or too many
other in-house responsibilities that get in the way of devoting sufficient time and mental
energies to partnership management
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Issue

Sample Questions

Institutional
Mission/Fit

What is the institutional mission of each of the partners? How is this
mission reflected in each institution’s specific long- and short-term goals?
What are the commonalities, as well as the differences, of institutional
missions and goals of the two partners? How might the differences affect
the partnership? Give both best- and worst-case scenarios.

Shared
Vision

Has leadership established a common sense of purpose—a shared vision—for
the partnership within each of the respective organizations? across both
organizations? within the joint project team?

Partnership
Goals &
Priorities

What are each institution’s goals for the partnership? How and by whom
are partnership goals and priorities determined, and how often are they
reexamined? How does project leadership ensure that policies and
programs focus on the achievement of the partnership’s goals and
priorities?

Organizational
Politics

How do the internal politics of each organization affect the partnership?
How are political pressures on the partnership being dealt with, and by
whom? What efforts are being devoted to reducing intergroup tensions,
and how successfully?

Partnership
Resources

Are resources sufficient to support partnership goals and priorities?
Address (a) space, (b) technology and furnishings, (c) faculty and staff
salaries, per diem fees or honoraria, and travel reimbursements, (d) library
and instructional materials, and (e) other operating costs. How does
project leadership allocate and monitor resources to ensure their
appropriate utilization in support of partnership goals and priorities?

Multi¬
disciplinary
Campus
Staffing

What recruitment methods and selection criteria are used to attract
talented faculty, students, and other campus constituencies to this project?
What roles do staff play in curriculum, instruction, evaluation, and other
partnership activities? How do these roles fit with the role of the task
force? How effectively are campus intellectual and technical resources
injected into HRD task force thinking, planning, and other functions?
How are project staff and instructors supervised and their performance
evaluated, and by whom? What formal and informal methods are used to
orient new faculty and staff to the needs of the client environment and the
underlying philosophy and specific goals and priorities of this HRD
partnership? What opportunities are provided to expand or alter faculty or
staff roles to assure their effectiveness and maximize their potential for
professional development?

Employee
Participation
& Involvement
At Industry
Site

To what extent is input into partnership planning and implementation
reflective of constituencies at all classification levels and from all
departments within the industrial partner’s organization? How extensive
and representative is employee participation in programs and services?
How are employee participation, involvement, input, feedback, and
program utilization encouraged? Include input/feedback mechanisms such
as HRD task force membership and surveys, and promotional approaches
such as newsletters, posters, announcements, special gatherings, etc.
(Continued, next page)

Figure 20. Issues and Questions in Assessing Comprehensive HRD Partnerships
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Figure 20 (Continued)
Issues

Sample Questions

Content &
Methods of
HRD
Programming

How is the partnership organized to reflect differing HRD needs within the
client’s workforce? Describe (a) instructional methods, (b) scheduling and
time allotments for different kinds of programming, (c) manner and degree
to which higher-order and critical thinking skills are addressed in all
program offerings, (d) ways in which the industrial partner’s goals,
priorities, and everyday realities are integrated into all curricular content,
(e) strategies for serving special subpopulations within the client’s
organization, such as limited-English-proficient adults and employees with
particularly low literacy skills, (f) ways in which technology is being used as
an instructional tool, (g) extent to which both the practical "how-to"
aspects of technology and its socioeconomic implications are interwoven
throughout the curriculum, (h) strategies that are in place for motivating
and rewarding adult learners, and (i) extent to which program content,
learning, and skill acquisition are readily transferable to other workplaces.

Evaluation
of Programs
& Services

What regular procedures are used to evaluate programs and services
provided under the partnership? How are evaluation findings used to
improve (a) instructional delivery, (b) program and services content, (c)
measurable learning gains, and (d) learner and employer satisfaction?
What opportunities and encouragement are afforded learners to continue
their study in more formalized academic settings? What kinds of research
and technical services have been delivered, and to what effect?

Partnership
Evaluation

What regular procedures are used to evaluate partnership outcomes? Do
formative and summative evaluation procedures clearly relate to partners’
own institutional goals for the partnership, as well as focus on the goals
and priorities of the partnership itself? How do partnership programs and
services foster (a) the development of strong work habits, (b) teamwork, (c)
positive labor-management interactions, and (d) a psychologically and
physically healthy and safe work climate?
Address (e) how classroom-based learning is utilized, monitored, and
reinforced in employees’ routine work roles, (f) how HRD activities have
impacted the work and private lives of participants, (g) what has happened
with major plant productivity measures (e.g., cars shipped, daily quality
figures, absenteeism, labor burden, types and numbers of defects, etc.) over
the course of the evaluation period, and (h) how e and f, in particular,
correlate with (but don’t necessarily cause) g.
Are top managers within each of the partners’ organizations satisfied with
partnership operations and perceived outcomes? Overall, are learners
themselves satisfied that their needs are being met? What partnership
improvements (including expansion of services, refocusing of current
programs, alternative scheduling or delivery methods, etc.) do the
partnership’s various constituencies recommend? Which of these
suggestions are desirable, feasible, cost-effective, and of high priority?
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Ideally, task force membership is equally drawn from key positions within each
partner’s organization, though I suspect that, like at GM Framingham, that simply will
not always be the case and political reality within the industrial partner’s managerial
ranks (not to mention the power of the company’s financial commitment) will result in
unequal task force composition. The UMASS-GM task force, for example, had an
average campus-to-industry ratio of 2:7 over the life of the partnership, with numerous
changes made in plant membership in the group. Such membership imbalance and
turnover can indeed pose both conceptual and practical concerns. Assuming that campus
partners bring to the task force a disproportionate amount of knowledge and insight
about future workforce needs, effective management practices, education and training
program design, and instructional delivery to adults (since presumably these areas of
expertise account for their presence in industry), that leaves the minority campus
members at a considerable disadvantage.
In some respects this positions campus partners in a situation comparable to a
Boston Harbor pilot attempting to steer a ship into the treacherous harbor but
constantly being challenged and sometimes overruled by the regular ship’s captain who is
unfamiliar with the currents and underwater ledges and boulders that characterize the
area. Just as navigational laws define the limits of responsibility for both the harbor pilot
and ship’s captain, a termination clause in the partnership accord can protect a campus
partner whose professional expertise and persuasive abilities nevertheless render it
unable to guide the ship safely due to unequal task force representation. Walking away
is surely a last resort; working more assiduously behind the scenes to informally persuade
and reeducate task force members is an obvious first-line strategy, though also an
extremely time consuming one. Too much behind-the-scenes lobbying can ultimately
backfire and lead to too great a politicization of task force decisionmaking processes.

95

Before campus partners are either praised or punished for partnership
performance, it is thus important to reconstruct all the facts and reconsider just where
the final accountability lies. This is especially true in terms of overall impact assessment.
In principle, impact needs to take into account the effects of the partnership on
organizational vitality-i.e., on how the partnership injects new energy and the capacity to
grow and flourish within the client’s organization. As was evident at GM Framingham,
however, the improvement of organizational vitality through investment in human
resource development is highly problematic due to confounding external variables. In
this case study, several factors external to the partnership had fateful consequences,
including (a) GM’s declining automobile market share and resulting huge financial losses
that needed to be addressed through a reduction in production capacity and manpower;
and (b) GM’s overall corporate structure, in which policies, decisions, and demands
emanating from Detroit headquarters severely restricted power at the local level and
undermined the ability of plant management to effect positive turnaround.20
Under these circumstances, and given the eleventh-hour entry of the university
onto the Framingham scene, the best that could be expected would be for the
partnership to have re-energized individual members of the organization, and at all ranks

^Not directly addressed in this dissertation are certain corporate-level demands for
reductions in the number of work classifications at the collective bargaining table, as well
as town variances that would allow optimal expansion of facility grounds in conjunction
with a $250 million new paint shop constructed at the Framingham plant. In addition,
GM was seeking a reduction in fines and/or extension of time requirements for
compliance with federal and state EPA emissions standards and toxic waste cleanup. A
lack of positive action on these three demands may well have been what finally sealed
the plant’s fate. The hostile local shop committee chairman, clinging to historical
patterns of union-management distrust and stubborn refusal to yield to GM threats,
persisted in leading union resistance to new ways of working together productively.
Similarly, hostile town officials refused to bow to Detroit’s land-swap and variance
requests, and were otherwise unwilling to do whatever was necessary to help persuade
GM to keep the plant in operation. State intervention on the plant’s behalf came too
little and too late. See also Chapter IV’s discussion of GM competitiveness criteria that
figure into decisions to close plants and would have positioned this plant in jeopardy
notwithstanding these additional unmet corporate demands.
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within the plant, and that out of the experience many were later able to find suitable
employment elsewhere and/or continue their education.21 For many, even the
perception that the training helped them is itself an important gain, especially for those
whose distant memories of school evoked fear, antipathy, or boredom. Our hope is that
the positive exposure to education provided by the partnership has a lasting effect and
succeeded in setting in motion lifelong learning for the majority of them. It might even
be that the partnership helped prolong the life of the plant, though that seems unlikely.

Partnerships and the National Goals for Education
It may surprise readers that the above types of evaluation questions have been
adapted (albeit liberally) from the 1991-92 nomination criteria for the U.S. Department
of Education’s Blue Ribbon Schools Program.22 That the foundation of successful
campus-industry human resource development partnerships should so closely resemble
the effective schools criteria, however, makes logical sense. Both the effective schools
criteria and the campus-industry comprehensive HRD model described in this
dissertation aim at improving the competitive performance of complex organizations. In
both schools and industry, the two most salient factors that define the organization are
product—whether it be as amorphous as "an education" or as concrete as an automobile—
and process, which includes such defining attributes as the following:

21 Anecdotal evidence strongly supports this effect, though it is impossible to know
whether they would have found equal positions without having participated in such inplant training/education programs.
22RMC Research Corporation was the Blue Ribbon Schools technical assistance
contractor from 1989-92. Part of my responsibilities at RMC have been the management
of that contract, in which capacity M. Christine Dwyer and I enjoyed input into the
articulation of conditions of effective schooling. Under the Blue Ribbon Schools
Program, some 500 public and private, Department of Defense, and Bureau of Indian
Affairs schools from across the U.S., its territories, and overseas military bases annually
vie for national recognition as a school of excellence.
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■ Institutional mission.

■ Leadership and vision.

■ The climate for work and learning.

■ The content and methods of "production." In a classroom setting, production
is primarily the transfer of knowledge via curriculum and instruction.

■ Involvement of those individuals most required in production. In schools, that
includes teachers, students, parents, and the community; at GM it embraces the
salaried, hourly, and union ranks plantwide.

■ Indicators of success. At GM Framingham, this included readily measured
outcomes that directly affected the "bottom line," such as labor costs,
absenteeism, number of automobiles produced, the quality ratings and defects of
those autos, etc.; in schools, outcome indicators include formal and informal
assessments (such as nationally or state-normed tests, portfolios, or teacherconstructed measures), dropout rates, post-graduation data (including
continuation to college or full-time employment), student and teacher
absenteeism, and other measures.

■ Organizational vitality. This includes the continuous drive for improvement,
use of research for "product" development and "process" improvement, adaptation
of state-of-the-art "best practices" created elsewhere and then reshaped to fit
one’s own unique institution, and a concern with effective approaches to
organizational renewal based on changing societal and "market conditions.

23That these attributes also apply to colleges and universities should be evident.
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Indeed, if there is one surprise that came out of this study, for me it was how
very similar the nation’s education system is to an aging corporate giant like General
Motors. Like GM, U.S. education in the past has been second to none worldwide; like
GM, it still is a formidable competitor in the global arena. But also like the automotive
industry, the nation’s education system, from preschool through postgraduate levels, has
acquired "mature industry" status.
Among the mature industry vestiges that both education and GM need to throw
off are the following: authoritarian and hierarchical management practices, strong
centralized control, intransigent bureaucracy, sluggish change, outmoded technologies
and facilities, emphasis on short-term gains rather than strategic and systemic
turnaround, deficient planning processes, inadequate investment in research and
development, poor leadership/manager/teacher preparation, lack of focus on the needs
and satisfaction of consumers, inability to control quality and costs, unenlightened and
oftentimes demoralizing utilization of human resources, and little understanding of how
to motivate or remedy underskilled/underprepared personnel/students (Secretary’s
Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills, 1991, 1992).
Unless these conditions are reversed, both will surely continue their rapid
decline. And though it is difficult to believe that GM might someday decide to exit the
automotive industry and focus exclusively on its more lucrative lines of business, we have
no comparable options as far as our public education system is concerned. As one who
believes—especially after my GM Framingham experience—that what’s good for General
Motors is good for this nation,24 I also believe that what’s good for General Motors is

^In 1953, Charlie Wilson, president of General Motors, was called to testify at
congressional hearings to confirm his appointment as secretary of defense. Asked
whether he would be capable of making a decision on behalf of the nation that would
adversely affect GM, Wilson’s reply (as quoted in the Boston Sunday Globe) was:
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good for our schools and institutions of higher education. Just as we are both facing the
signs of mature industry decline outlined above, we are both attempting to "break the
mold" through an urgent focus on restructuring, decentralization, retraining and
upgrading the skills of all levels of employees, empowering the people who do the work
rather than those who are far removed from it, reorganizing how work is accomplished
by use of self-regulating multi-skilled teams, improving productivity through worldclass
quality standards and cost efficiencies, and creatively utilizing advanced technologies.
Whatever the prescriptive label (as in education’s "site-based management" and "total
quality management-TQM"), the contents of the medicine bottle are essentially the same,
as are our hopes for fast relief from sharp pain and a long-term prognosis for 100
percent recovery.
The National Goals for Education (1990) underscore the central importance of
education to U.S. industrial competitiveness and to our quality of life. The National
Goals call for educational performance "second to none in the 21st century" (p. 1):
[Education] is at the heart of our economic strength and security, our
creativity in the arts and letters, our invention in the sciences, and the
perpetuation of our cultural values. Education is the key to America’s
international competitiveness.
Today, a new standard for an educated citizenry is required, one suitable
for the next century. Our people must be as knowledgeable, as welltrained, as competent, and as inventive as those in any other nation. All
of our people, not just a few, must be able to think for a living, adapt to
changing environments, and to understand the world around them. They
must understand and accept the responsibilities and obligations of
citizenship. They must continually learn and develop new skills
throughout their lives.

"Yes, sir, I could. I cannot conceive of one, because for years I have
thought that what was good for our country was good for General
Motors~and vice versa...Our company is too big. It goes with the welfare
of the country. Our contribution to the nation is quite considerable."
(Webber & Taylor, 1992, p. 73)
Now, some 40 years later, as that same article goes on to note, one can almost hear the
logical follow-up question: "Is what’s bad for General Motors also bad for America?
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America can meet this challenge if our society is dedicated to a
renaissance in education. We must become a nation that values
education and learning....We must recognize that education is a lifelong
pursuit, not just an endeavor for our children....
If the United States is to maintain a strong and responsible democracy
and a prosperous and growing economy into the next century, all of our
citizens must be involved in achieving these goals. Every citizen will
benefit as a result. When challenged, the American people have always
shown their determination to succeed. The challenge before us calls on
each American to help ensure our nation’s future, (pp. 1-3)

Goal 5, which calls for lifelong learning and every adult American to be literate
by the year 2000, sets forth three objectives (among others) that are highly pertinent to
the major benefits afforded by campus-industry partnerships:
■ Every major American business will be involved in strengthening the
connection between education and work.
■ All workers will have the opportunity to acquire the knowledge and
skills, from basic to highly technical, needed to adapt to emerging new
technologies, work methods, and markets through public and private
educational, vocational, technical, workplace, or other programs.
■ The number of quality programs, including those at libraries, that are
designed to serve more effectively the needs of the growing number of
part-time and mid-career students will increase substantially, (p. 7)

The Bush Administration’s AMERICA 2000 attempts to translate the National
Goals into a call for action--"nothing less than a revolution in American education," a
challenge to "reinvent" education by creating New American Schools that promise to
"break the mold."25 Saturn, move over!26 What’s good for General Motors is good

^The intent is to have 535 New American Schools, at least one per congressional
district, up and running by 1996. A private-sector research and development fund is
expected to raise some $200 million of the funds to establish these innovative schools.
Modest seed grants were just recently awarded to support initial conceptualization of a
few such schools.
^I am, of course, here referring to the General Motors "greenfields" (translation:
"break the mold") experiment at assembly plant innovation-the Saturn plant, located in
Spring Hill, Tennessee. The Saturn plant concept, which similarly to the New American
Schools, required completely rethinking the organization of work; planning and
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for America. Indeed, AMERICA 2000 recognizes the importance of education and
industry working hand-in-hand to bring about the nation’s renaissance:
There’s a special place in inventing the New American School for the
corporate community, for business and labor. And I invite you to work
with us not simply to transform our schools, but to transform every
American adult into a student. Fortunately, we have a secret weapon in
America’s system of colleges and universities-the finest in the entire
world. The corporate community can take the lead by creating a
voluntary private system of World Class Standards for the workplace.
Employers should set up skill centers where workers can seek advice and
learn new skills. But most importantly, every company and every labor
union must bring the worker into the classroom and bring the classroom
into the workplace, (p. 7)

An excellent way to catapult the restructuring of education and industry is by
establishing comprehensive human resource development campus-industry partnerships
like the one described in this dissertation. And although what higher education can do
for industry (or more precisely, with industry) is the fundamental thread woven
throughout this thesis, there remains an equally important story to be told-one that
details just what industry can do for higher education and the nation’s schools.
That untold story, in part, goes like this: What schools, colleges, and universities
have most to gain from partnerships with industry amounts to full-blown organizational
vitality—what we can learn by participating in industrial workplaces readily translates into
updated curriculum, new avenues of inquiry, cooperative research and development
projects, new teaching strategies better suited to adult and part-time learners, renewed
commitment to the three "ity’s" (productivity, quality, accountability) that are so elusive
to measure in education circles, and—perhaps most important of all—a better
understanding of our own institutions’ strengths and weaknesses.

development tapped top talent from across the corporation, sending multidisciplinary
conceptualization and planning teams throughout the world to gain firsthand information
about state-of-the-art production methods, enlightened utilization of labor, new
technology, etc. The Saturn effort, however, was already underway more than a decade
before the New American Schools notion was promulgated.
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For colleges and universities, partnerships can also be an excellent source of
students, including those who enroll in regular degree programs, continuing education,
technical training certificate programs, and/or distance learning offerings. Industry
partners also make ideal cooperative education and internship placement sites, co-hosts
for semester-long exchanges between faculty and industrial employees, sponsors of
scholarships and fellowships, guest instructors and speakers in classrooms and at a variety
of campus-sponsored events, and contributors of their products for campus research or
teaching.
Comprehensive partnerships for human resource development open all these
doors; campus-industry partnerships may even be the key that opens the gates to U.S.
industrial competitiveness. Together we can reinvent education and revolutionize
industry.
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APPENDIX A
DATA PROTOCOL

Purposes
of
the
Study

■
■
■
■

To
To
To
To

identify key issues at the plant
serve as an informal assessment of the organization
guide the planning and prioritizing of training
explore ways in which the university could contribute

Data should minimally allow for the following inferences:
Needs,
Expectations,
and
Opportunities

For training and education (including degree and non-degree
programs in technical, managerial, and liberal arts fields)
For innovative HRD services (e.g., wellness programs, leisure¬
time activities, on-site daycare, career and educational
counseling)
For the university’s continuing involvement at the plant (as
through technical assistance projects, joint R & D, student
internships/ cooperative education placements, and
faculty/student/plant employee exchanges)

The following information from/about employees will be necessary:
Background

■

Age; gender
Formal education/training
Years worked at this plant; for the corporation
Family demographics
One’s present job: personal performance, role
Supervisor(s): his/her/their performance, role
One’s own department: its performance, role
Co-workers: their performance, role
Management-labor: interactions, nature/extent of employee
involvement, general work climate
Past in-house training/education programs: opportunities to
participate, effectiveness, unmet needs, incentives
Computers and automation: importance, present level of skills,
job displacement fears

Attitudes
and
Perceptions

Aspirations

■
■

Personal and career goals
Education/training goals and needs

Suggestions

■
■
■

For improvements within one’s own work unit
For improvements beneficial to the larger plant
For particular training programs or changes in teaching,
scheduling, etc., of present programs

Interview and questionnaire data should be supplemented and verified by direct
observation and document/records analysis.
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APPENDIX B
PROJECT OVERVIEW

What can be done to assure the long-term future of this plant-to
enhance the productivity of its employees, to promote their creative use
of technology, and to ensure their continued job satisfaction and
employment opportunities?
This fundamental question describes the emerging GM Framingham and University of
Massachusetts partnership. Plant-University collaboration will help address the problems
caused by factory automation and intense foreign and domestic competition. The
primary focus of the partnership will be human resource development in an increasingly
technological work environment.
Our study, which represents the initial partnership, is outlined below. Subsequent
partnership activities will focus on collaborative research, training, and educational
efforts aimed at solving the problems identified by this study.

The Study

Purpose
This is an exploratory study aimed at identifying training problems and analyzing the
human resource development needs at the plant.

Methods
The study will use the following techniques for gathering information:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Interviews with key management and union representatives
Interviews with selected salaried and hourly personnel
Questionnaire surveys
Informal observation
Review of relevant plant documents and records
Review of the literature

For additional information:
Arthur W. Eve or Dianne Kaplan deVries
Institute for Governmental Services
University of Massachusetts
Amherst, MA 01003
(413) 545-0001
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APPENDIX C
SALARIED PERSONNEL INTERVIEW GUIDE

Introductory Remarks to Interviewee
a.
b.
c.
d.

Purpose of interview
Confidentiality
Permission and reasons to tape
Overview:
Let’s begin with some general questions about your role here at
the plant and your perceptions of the overall work environment.
Then we can move on to questions more specifically aimed at
exploring training and other human resource development needs.
If you feel uncomfortable anywhere in the conversation, please
just say so.
And, of course, if at any point you which to have the tape
recorder turned off, I’ll be glad to comply with your request.

1.

Let’s start by having you tell me about your role here at the plant.
■

Title, position, duties?

■

What aspects of your work do you enjoy most?

■

Least?

■

How long have you held your present position?

■

How long have you been at this plant?

■

How long have you been with the company itself?

■

How would you describe the overall work environment?
•
•
•
•

2.

Your relations with colleagues/subordinates?
Relations between management and labor?
Amount of tension/conflict between groups?
Extent of employee involvement and participation?

Let’s carry this a bit further: What do you consider to be the three most urgent
concerns at this plant?
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3.

■

Elaborate those three concerns, please, and rank them with the most
urgent one first.

■

How would you go about addressing these concerns or tackling the
problems you’ve just described?

■

Would you say, then, that these are also the problems that most affect
productivity in the plant?

■

What about concerns within management? What are the issues that most
affect management’s productivity?

Now let’s focus on training. What kind of training or educational programs
might be of value in addressing these concerns and in resolving some of the
problems?
■

What can you tell me about training programs offered at the plant during
the last year or so?
•
•
•
•
•
•

Appropriateness
Teaching methods
Time of day programs were offered
Availability of programs and students
Incentives/rewards for attending
Follow-up of training

■

What kind of incentives do you believe will be necessary to encourage
people to enroll in future programs?

■

What kind of programs do members of your department need?
• How would you like that training to be offered?

■

What about training needs in other departments?
• Among the hourly workforce?

■

What about your own training needs or educational goals?
• What programs could help you do your work better or perhaps further
your career?

■

4.

What kind of training have you had in the past year?

Aside from training programs, what other kinds of support services might be
offered to enhance the quality of the work environment here at the plant?
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5.

Let’s spend a couple of minutes talking about how this factory is going to look 5
to 10 years from now.
■

How do you see the plant’s future?
•
•
•
•
•

Role of technology and automation
Job displacement
Union-management relations
Wages
Re-skilling and de-skilling issues

■

Is this something that you, as a member of management, think about a
great deal?

■

How do you keep up-to-date in fields like manufacturing automation, new
product and process developments, and current management practices?
• What journals do you follow? Newspapers?
• Do you attend professional conferences? Examples?
• Do you visit other plants? Which? How often?

6.

■

How up-to-date do you believe your colleagues are on these topics?

■

What knowledge and skills do you think that you’ll need in order to
function as an effective manager in the factory of the future?

Now, just a few demographic questions, so that eventually all information can be
correlated with the backgrounds of the people interviewed:
•
•
•
•
•

7.

Where do you live? Time and distance to work
Number and ages of children
Formal education: area of study, years/degree
Age
Leisure time activities

Perhaps you have some questions for me? Or, is there something you think I
ought to know that I haven’t asked about?
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APPENDIX D
HOURLY PERSONNEL INTERVIEW GUIDE

a" p

Introductory Remarks to Interviewee

c.
d.

Purpose of interview
Confidentiality
Permission and reasons to tape
Overview:
Let’s begin with some general questions about your role here at
the plant and your perceptions of the overall work environment.
Then we can move on to questions more specifically aimed at
exploring training and other human resource development needs.
If you feel uncomfortable anywhere in the conversation, please
just say so.
And, of course, if at any point you wish to have the tape recorder
turned off, I’ll be glad to comply with your request.

1.

2.

Let’s start by having you describe the overall work environment here.
■

Morale, job satisfaction, motivation levels

■

Employee involvement, personal learning/growth

■

Relations with your supervisors, peers, and other departments

What do you believe are the plant’s most serious problems?
■

What can/should be done to eliminate those problems?

3. How do you see this factory 5 years from now?
■

How will your jobs look by then? How will work be organized?
Rewarded?

■

In general, how do you see the future of this industry? What about your
foreign competition? Why are you losing customers?

■

Why do you believe this? What is your source of information?

■

How might you contribute more effectively to a healthier future for this
plant?
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4. Now let’s focus specifically on training and educational opportunities, what kinds
of training and other programs might help prepare you for the future and
improve the competitive position of this plant?
■

What would you like to learn?

■

What do you need to learn in order to do your job better?

■

Talk about the kind of teaching methods you would prefer, the time of
day, and the kind of incentives and rewards for attendance that might be
necessary.

■

What kinds of programs do your supervisors need in order to do their
jobs better?

■

When was the last time you took part in a training course of any kind?
At this plant? Describe the program.

5. Aside from training and education programs, what other kinds of support services
or changes might improve the quality of the work environment here?

6. Demographics:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Age
Number of years worked at plant
Number and ages of children
Formal education
Residence location and travel time to plant
Leisure time activities
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APPENDIX E
HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT QUESTIONNAIRE
GM Framingham supports individual skill development and training and encourages
employee participation in degree programs, selected courses, seminars, workshops, fitness
and leisure-time activities. Listed below are the kind of programs that could be available
in-plant or at local educational facilities. Class scheduling before or after shifts would
make the programs convenient for all employees.
Please check the program offerings which you would like to participate in. Check as
many as you wish. This survey is only way of determining your interest in human
resource development programs. Your cooperation in completing this preliminary
checklist is important in helping us determine which of these programs will be offered.

EDUCATIONAL OPTIONS:

FITNESS PROGRAMS:

(
(
(
(
(
(

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

(

)
)
)
)
)
)

Academic/Career counseling
GED (high school equivalency)
Associate’s degree
Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree
College-level (credit) courses:
( ) Engineering
( ) Business
( ) Computers
( ) Education
( 1 Foreign languages:
( ) Accounting
( ) Psychology
( ) Math/statistics
) Other:

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Stop smoking program
Stress management seminars
Aerobics/exercise classes
Weight-lifting programs
CPR/first-aid courses
Weight control program
AA chapter
Professional counseling:
( ) Individual
( ) Family
( ) Group
) Singles/parents support
I Other:

(
(

LEISURE-TIME ACTIVITIES:

SEMINARS/WORKSHOPS:
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

(

Seminars on plant issues
Interpersonal communications
Problems-solving methods
Positive self-image
Public speaking
Writing skills
Speed reading
Factory/office-of-the-future
Quality control methods (SPC)
Hands-on computer courses
Pre-retirement seminars
Other:

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

) Team sports:
( ) Baseball
( ) Golf
( ) Softball
( ) Tennis
( ) Basketball ( ) Volleyball
) Vacation/travel club
) Film/theater club
) Arts, crafts, or music
(SDecifv:
)
) Gourmet & ethnic cooking classes
) Community involvement groups
) Home repairs instruction
) Auto & cycle maintenance courses
) Gardening club
) Other:

NAME:

ss- #-

DEPT:

SHIFT:

Return to:

Drop in EDUCATION-HRD box at plant entrances or return to
Human Resource Office or Employment Office bv May 19,1986.
Thank you.
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